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■irfy-HRu T^fr ti 


7390 GI/2018 


(6963) 


[Tt.f-11012/2/2018-f|^] 

f%<w3fkr irjgrr 






























































6964 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 29, 2018/P AUSHA 8,1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


MINISTRY OF HEAVY INDUSTRIES AND PUBLIC ENTERPRISES 
(Department of Heavy Industry) 

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2018 

S.O. 1819.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes 
of the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987, 2007 and 2011), the Central Government hereby notifies the 
“Andrew Yule and Company Limited, Kolkata" under the administrative control of the Ministry of Heavy 
Industry & Public Enterprises, Department of Heavy Industry, wherein more than 80% staff have acquired the 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. E-l 1012/2/2018-Hindi] 
VISHVAJIT SAHAY, It. Secy. 


3ftr HifRl'b fhr 

Hi f^ft, 20 2018 


Hn\3TT. 1820.—it ^TT STcftcT ftcTT | f% ifa/ftcT t f 1% 3TtST 

T | V7i| if c|dlp|i|H Hcnit % Hp^^PI % f%rr IstIT M IS M H IS d hPtiIsjH | % 

iPMH arum +n'P^r?jttt hisrhir fnwiwrit 

iiPr h <°h i < it ifit tttwittt fiwi i i f^nr hit 3tthwf niter |Pn 1fi ifit 
^ TT it it 31^41 if hPTh I, sjfr f%7TTr TTF HT^WTSTT f^wt ^ nTHFT 

HWkT % 3TfsPFTT HT 3T^H thtt; 

3Tcf: 3R, H/chK, ^JtfPl-MH 3TtT lafnw T1WTITTH (^frr if WTpT % STfsTHUT 4H 3T3pT) 

arf^fwr 1962 (1962 50) it STITT 3 if THSHTT (1) £fTT TTHtT srfrRff 4T WtR Hiri fTT 

T7T ^ if -dHiPl % 3rfsDFTT 3T^H HTTi % 3rit 3TRFT it WtWT HRcft 


iff it Rf%, it htf 3i^il if Rffii if lid- 44 1, ttt wTfPf i, lin+l arf^w if 

HTTcf % <ITH ^ it 9Id<411 HTSrrTH Tdcll it THEfsSr HHT it TITcft ft, (21) fir i 

itHT, ijfir i iti TrgwriH Tni i fit ^nif wmm i srfsiw i hhtst if it i. t\ 
TT7T iivFR, TTSUT TTliiFTft (iST ni>T), tlWT STRUT iNf^R RlPP-d WR), 

HKlil'H-ldTHK TTWTTTH Mp-ilRHI, RTR tw 33,4RTT HR? afffwf iMtit, HTFTRTi 

hrt in tr r 1 - 520008 , isri&T ter it PPiPid tr if irTrirT 1 


Ri^ii: «rkiq0 


TFR: 3JFST 


*is^i H>T HHT 

uib ^>T di+i 





Hf HRT 


TTHT 

d441d< 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


d^intdl 


199 

00 

19 

40 

193/1 

00 

16 

02 

194 

00 

26 

15 

192 

00 

20 

37 


+i i4JH I 
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♦T'S'H TTFT 

•U1 -H ^>T *TPT 

Tpf i+«K 

$h4H 


TTTR 

fS ^ 

sW4< 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



191 

00 

31 

17 



183/2 

00 

10 

35 



174/3 A 

00 

02 

75 



174/2 

00 

18 

54 



174/4 

00 

07 

20 



174/5 

00 

16 

76 



527 

00 

05 

45 



525 

00 

08 

10 



281 

00 

25 

87 



520 

00 

20 

91 



519 

00 

45 

85 



518 

00 

00 

46 


^DRlIHdHTl 

117 

00 

24 

81 

■*! I<+.M4-H 

y*4WI4l|) 

361 

00 

73 

65 



360 

00 

38 

43 



358 

00 

16 

98 



330 

00 

34 

58 



327 

00 

27 

76 



9 

00 

19 

38 



4/12 

00 

20 

19 

+Hd 


466 

00 

30 

09 



468 

00 

00 

91 



467 

00 

21 

20 


RRifrit 

159 

00 

14 

99 



163 

00 

16 

62 



162 

00 

46 

61 



161 

00 

27 

39 



136 

00 

28 

92 



134 

00 

23 

17 



133 

00 

04 

90 



132 

00 

22 

40 

#TPTWT 

•fTiciM^K-H 

28 

00 

00 

07 



27 

00 

08 

50 



26 

00 

25 

59 



29 

00 

18 

55 
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'TPT 

•U 1 -H ^>T •TPT 





«hWU< 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


30 

00 

45 

65 

31 

00 

10 

15 

38 

00 

49 

48 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-I/f-21033] 


HETH 3RT -Hp44 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1820.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for the transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for 
implementing Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which 
is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to 
Shri. K.A.S Jennyson, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh), Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines 
Division), Paradip Hyderabad Pipeline Project, Plot No. 33, Kanaka Durga officer’s Colony ,Gurunanak Nagar 
Main Road, Vijayawada -520008 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this 
notification issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are 
made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


District: East Godavari 


State 

: Andhra Pradesh 

Name of Mandal 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Jaggampeta 

Kandregula 

199 

00 

19 

40 



193/1 

00 

16 

02 



194 

00 

26 

15 



192 

00 

20 

37 



191 

00 

31 

17 

Jaggampeta 

Manyanvaripalem 

183/2 

00 

10 

35 



174/3 A 

00 

02 

75 



174/2 

00 

18 

54 



174/4 

00 

07 

20 



174/5 

00 

16 

76 

Korukonda 

Kanupuru 

527 

00 

05 

45 



525 

00 

08 

10 



281 

00 

25 

87 



520 

00 

20 

91 



519 

00 

45 

85 
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Area 

Name of Mandal 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


518 

00 

00 

46 

Korukonda 

Srirangapatnam 

117 

00 

24 

81 

Gokavaram 

Gummaladoddi 

361 

00 

73 

65 


360 

00 

38 

43 


358 

00 

16 

98 


330 

00 

34 

58 


327 

00 

27 

76 


9 

00 

19 

38 


4/12 

00 

20 

19 

Seethanagaram 

ChinnaKondepudi 

466 

00 

30 

09 


468 

00 

00 

91 


467 

00 

21 

20 

Seethanagaram 

Singavaram 

159 

00 

14 

99 


163 

00 

16 

62 


162 

00 

46 

61 


161 

00 

27 

39 


136 

00 

28 

92 


134 

00 

23 

17 


133 

00 

04 

90 


132 

00 

22 

40 


28 

00 

00 

07 


27 

00 

08 

50 


26 

00 

25 

59 


29 

00 

18 

55 


30 

00 

45 

65 


31 

00 

10 

15 


38 

00 

49 

48 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


20 2018 

W. SIT. 1821.—4bsTh TTT^TT TRTT WtcT ftcn I" i% Pl=h 1%cT FT I" f% 3TT?T 

FT%?T TV^J FT <1d)pMR ^rTT^r % Rf^T|pT % f^TT TFTfFT- |<RMK TIWTim hR41^HI % 

pRmUR M tftTR- SlUFT wfR-^R PlRP-s! ^TTT TIWTT13T f%W# 

sfk %#?T -H<+K prft MIIf%wR % AM MH % Pr^ W, 3TTWRT ^TcftcT fTcTT 11% ipft 
T|Rr R tR ^7T R OTRTg- 31^41 R I, 3ftr f^RT^T TTWTT^T f%wt mR W SR7TFT |, 
4MM)M % 3Tfsmr 3T3pr f^TT 

3Tcf: 3R, %^pT TmUTT, PftPnpT Rk \ 'Tr^WT^T (T|Rr R TUFFT % 3TRPm ^TT 3F3pT) 

arPPdR 1962 (1962 m' 50) # arm 3 ^ m'srm (1) ^m wcr wur ^mr fu 

•3TT tjPtR -aiPRi % 3Tfsrmr stsRt wr% srqR strutP twr wmft t; 
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®MprI>, Tft RrF TT dRTd ^Ri FT RpdeS dl'G'tel 4, Rd'H'R) W srf^^dd I 4 

TTKcT % TFM # sriwf RTHTTO TOFTT ft TOTOST TOT ft Tflcft f, (21) fTO % 

41d <, ^R) % 4t% H ISH'd Rd TO4 % f%rr cJHdRl % Slflw % TOTO 4 4t THT. 

3TR. SIR. &FJ, HSHT ^nfsFFTff (3lt?T ST^T), tf^HT 3TDRT w44TO PtRRRl (WW^T WFT), 

iD.i-Ri-icRNK tttottto HpR-THdi, 444 4 Prt, TTEr.airf ,4t. u4t41 tor, (^iw 
Tp4) TO, 3TR.4(.4t. 4ft4to 4 TPT, f^RTORTOR - 530004, 3TtlT TTTO ft PRsId TO 
4 stt^t 4r r%rti 


3T^ 

f%RT: ft^lNIHdHH TTTO ; 3 TnT 



111*1 W did 






H«<!1 W did 

Hd d*«K 

“v -v 

T^TT 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

WTO 

RTpr4l4N<H 

64 

00 

41 

14 



114 

00 

38 

78 



113 

00 

14 

29 



116 

00 

13 

77 



132 

00 

01 

25 



133 

00 

06 

71 

TO4TOTO 

dRMIH<T 4i'dl<IH(i<H 

45 

00 

58 

07 



44 

00 

53 

26 



42 

00 

48 

67 

3h=fihPh 

3H=FIiPh 

261 

00 

26 

83 



263 

00 

37 

71 



264 

00 

10 

04 



265 

00 

09 

87 



272 

00 

09 

69 



276 

00 

01 

86 



292 

00 

31 

94 



294 

00 

02 

09 



291 

00 

19 

80 



296 

00 

28 

34 



306 

00 

26 

73 



297 

00 

01 

38 






[’TFT II-TsP^ 3(ii)] 


’TTRT TFTO : ftTTRT 29, 2018/4 t 8, 1940 


6969 



’ll 1 -H 4>T *1IH 






*(S?I <)1| 11*1 

«l+4 <. 

■v *\ 

XTTR 


^+44 < 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

srwt^t 

3h+nP^i 

305 

00 

25 

11 


304 

00 

08 

84 


303 

00 

15 

52 


302 

00 

01 

50 


314 

00 

15 

12 


315 

00 

09 

59 


312 

00 

04 

55 


313 

00 

20 

37 


320 

00 

04 

05 


322 

00 

14 

40 


323 

00 

18 

81 


350 

00 

06 

09 


349 

00 

02 

18 


347 

00 

04 

00 


330 

00 

58 

00 


331 

00 

43 

39 


337 

00 

45 

60 


338 

00 

12 

65 


1674 

00 

13 

65 


1274 

00 

13 

65 


1426 

00 

01 

80 


1427 

00 

01 

80 


1428 

00 

12 

36 


1429 

00 

15 

53 


1421 

00 

13 

21 


1419 

00 

30 

35 


1418 

00 

17 

00 


1456 

00 

01 

70 


1457 

00 

20 

04 
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’ll 1 -H *11*1 






♦(Sfl ‘t'l *11*1 

TTh «1*«K 

■v *\ 

TE>IT 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

3h*mhP<h 


1458 

00 

18 

11 


1464 

00 

26 

84 


1467 

00 

18 

59 


1474 

00 

33 

31 


1475 

00 

12 

78 


1477 

00 

26 

57 


1480 

00 

18 

60 


1481 

00 

08 

36 


1487 

00 

30 

83 


1486 

00 

01 

25 


1505 

00 

01 

29 


1489 

00 

19 

89 


1488 

00 

15 

13 


1490 

00 

13 

54 


1501 

00 

43 

94 


1511 

00 

32 

72 


1513 

00 

23 

30 


1514 

00 

28 

18 


1515 

00 

21 

74 


1516 

00 

15 

29 


1517 

00 

19 

56 


1518 

00 

22 

09 


1519 

00 

18 

56 


1520 

00 

23 

40 


1521 

00 

24 

49 


1523 

00 

22 

53 


1524 

00 

21 

14 


1533 

00 

19 

90 


1532 

00 

14 

72 
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’ll 1 -H 4>T *1IH 





SM4w1 

*(S?I <)1| 11*1 

tM 'l*«K 

■v -v 

XTTR 


^+44 < 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



1530 

00 

51 

62 


^ffq^Trrr^R' 

74 

01 

32 

49 



76 

01 

48 

35 



67 

00 

34 

61 



66 

00 

11 

76 


RdHId^l 

64 

00 

18 

92 



72 

00 

13 

77 



73 

00 

11 

80 



75 

00 

24 

78 



80 

00 

01 

47 



79 

00 

38 

70 



81 

01 

28 

21 



78 

00 

19 

05 


'kHll.sfl 

422 

00 

30 

89 


H KM 1 

77 

00 

22 

68 



76 

00 

7 

29 



75 

00 

14 

39 



72 

00 

37 

41 



90 

00 

23 

13 



91 

00 

17 

04 



92 

00 

07 

00 



152 

00 

08 

47 



150 

00 

25 

18 



148 

00 

03 

16 



147 

00 

12 

14 



144 

00 

28 

31 



143 

00 

18 

45 



476 

00 

28 

37 



477 

00 

11 

10 
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’ll 1 -H *11*1 






*(S?I <)1| 11*1 

TTh «1*«K 

■v *\ 

TE>IT 


^+44 < 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

il l41«l 


16 

00 

55 

19 



45 

00 

21 

97 



67 

00 

31 

71 



62 

00 

07 

42 



68 

00 

38 

37 



70 

00 

24 

59 



69 

00 

21 

40 


aTfrrrjTR- 

379 

00 

86 

16 



377 

00 

01 

18 



375 

00 

05 

22 



374 

00 

14 

05 



373 

00 

30 

39 



368 

00 

18 

80 



360 

00 

02 

92 



357 

00 

17 

73 



355 

00 

39 

64 



295 

00 

09 

42 



296 

00 

14 

67 



294 

01 

03 

67 



430 

00 

17 

10 



429 

00 

19 

89 



290 

00 

08 

82 



291 

00 

19 

89 


^WT 

3 

00 

05 

11 



4 

00 

29 

67 



5 

00 

00 

99 



6 

00 

03 

10 



7 

00 

00 

55 



11 

00 

00 

06 
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’ll 1 -H 'll*! 






*(S?I <)1| 11*1 

TTh '1*«k 

■v *\ 

XTTR 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


WT 

8 

00 

24 

69 



10 

00 

25 

00 



13 

00 

14 

68 



15 

00 

11 

63 



18 

00 

30 

10 



137 

00 

18 

11 



135 

00 

10 

76 



134 

00 

27 

65 



131 

00 

11 

29 



130 

00 

00 

71 



128 

00 

11 

63 



151 

00 

28 

87 



150 

00 

01 

62 



149 

00 

04 

40 



146 

00 

12 

93 



144 

00 

19 

68 



174 

00 

24 

57 


[W. Tt. 3TR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-I/f-21033] 


TT^rf^t, 3T^TTTf%^ 


New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1821.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for the transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for 
implementing Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which 
is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. 
M. R. R. Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), 
Paradip Hyderabad Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC 
Complex, Visakhapatnam - 530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this 
notification issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are 
made available to the general public. 
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SCHEDULE 

DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 


MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

SABBAVARAM 

GALIBHIMAVARAM 

64 

00 

41 

14 


114 

00 

38 

78 


113 

00 

14 

29 


116 

00 

13 

77 


132 

00 

01 

25 


133 

00 

06 

71 

SABBAVARAM 

DONGALAMARRI 

SITARAMPURAM 

45 

00 

58 

07 


44 

00 

53 

26 


42 

00 

48 

67 

ANAKAPALLI 

ANAKAPALLI 

261 

00 

26 

83 


263 

00 

37 

71 


264 

00 

10 

04 


265 

00 

09 

87 


272 

00 

09 

69 


276 

00 

01 

86 


292 

00 

31 

94 


294 

00 

02 

09 


291 

00 

19 

80 


296 

00 

28 

34 


306 

00 

26 

73 


297 

00 

01 

38 


305 

00 

25 

11 


304 

00 

08 

84 


303 

00 

15 

52 


302 

00 

01 

50 


314 

00 

15 

12 


315 

00 

09 

59 


312 

00 

04 

55 


313 

00 

20 

37 


320 

00 

04 

05 


322 

00 

14 

40 


323 

00 

18 

81 


350 

00 

06 

09 


349 

00 

02 

18 


347 

00 

04 

00 


330 

00 

58 

00 


331 

00 

43 

39 


337 

00 

45 

60 


338 

00 

12 

65 
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STIRVFY 


AREA 



Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) (2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 

ANAKAPALLI ANAKAPALLI 1674 

00 

13 

65 

1274 

00 

13 

65 

1426 

00 

01 

80 

1427 

00 

01 

80 

1428 

00 

12 

36 

1429 

00 

15 

53 

1421 

00 

13 

21 

1419 

00 

30 

35 

1418 

00 

17 

00 

1456 

00 

01 

70 

1457 

00 

20 

04 

1458 

00 

18 

11 

1464 

00 

26 

84 

1467 

00 

18 

59 

1474 

00 

33 

31 

1475 

00 

12 

78 

1477 

00 

26 

57 

1480 

00 

18 

60 

1481 

00 

08 

36 

1487 

00 

30 

83 

1486 

00 

01 

25 

1505 

00 

01 

29 

1489 

00 

19 

89 

1488 

00 

15 

13 

1490 

00 

13 

54 

1501 

00 

43 

94 

1511 

00 

32 

72 

1513 

00 

23 

30 

1514 

00 

28 

18 

1515 

00 

21 

74 

1516 

00 

15 

29 

1517 

00 

19 

56 

1518 

00 

22 

09 

1519 

00 

18 

56 

1520 

00 

23 

40 

1521 

00 

24 

49 

1523 

00 

22 

53 

1524 

00 

21 

14 

1533 

00 

19 

90 

1532 

00 

14 

72 

1530 

00 

51 

62 

PENDURTHI JERRIPOTULAPALEM 74 

01 

32 

49 

76 

01 

48 

35 

67 

00 

34 

61 

66 

00 

11 

76 
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MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PENDURTHI 

CHINTAGATLA 

64 

00 

18 

92 


72 

00 

13 

77 


73 

00 

11 

80 


75 

00 

24 

78 


80 

00 

01 

47 


79 

00 

38 

70 


81 

01 

28 

21 


78 

00 

19 

05 

PENDURTHI 

PEDAGADI 

422 

00 

30 

89 

PENDURTHI 

NARAVA 

77 

00 

22 

68 


76 

00 

7 

29 


75 

00 

14 

39 


72 

00 

37 

41 


90 

00 

23 

13 


91 

00 

17 

04 


92 

00 

07 

00 


152 

00 

08 

47 


150 

00 

25 

18 


148 

00 

03 

16 


147 

00 

12 

14 


144 

00 

28 

31 


143 

00 

18 

45 


476 

00 

28 

37 


477 

00 

11 

10 

VISAKAPATNAM RURAL 

PI IT ,T. AMBH ATT AP AT EM 

16 

00 

55 

19 

SABBAVARAM 

GOLLALAPALEM 

45 

00 

21 

97 


67 

00 

31 

71 


62 

00 

07 

42 


68 

00 

38 

37 


70 

00 

24 

59 


69 

00 

21 

40 

SABBAVARAM 

AMRUTAPURAM 

379 

00 

86 

16 


377 

00 

01 

18 


375 

00 

05 

22 


374 

00 

14 

05 


373 

00 

30 

39 


368 

00 

18 

80 


360 

00 

02 

92 


357 

00 

17 

73 


355 

00 

39 

64 


295 

00 

09 

42 


296 

00 

14 

67 


294 

01 

03 

67 


430 

00 

17 

10 


429 

00 

19 

89 
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MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


290 

00 

08 

82 


291 

00 

19 

89 

SABBAVARAM 

IRUVADA 

3 

00 

05 

11 


4 

00 

29 

67 


5 

00 

00 

99 


6 

00 

03 

10 


7 

00 

00 

55 


11 

00 

00 

06 


8 

00 

24 

69 


10 

00 

25 

00 


13 

00 

14 

68 


15 

00 

11 

63 


18 

00 

30 

10 


137 

00 

18 

11 


135 

00 

10 

76 


134 

00 

27 

65 


131 

00 

11 

29 


130 

00 

00 

71 


128 

00 

11 

63 


151 

00 

28 

87 


150 

00 

01 

62 


149 

00 

04 

40 


146 

00 

12 

93 


144 

00 

19 

68 


174 

00 

24 

57 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


20 f^U^T , 2018 

^T. Sir. 1822—TRm Rt tRtt STcftcF ftcTT | f% 7 TFF f^cT R tr 3TRWF f f% 3TTST 
TTR R 'TdlpMR dcMIdf % hRcRH % TFTfPT- |d<MK TT¥WTFT tR^MHI % RMk=MH M 

tf^TR 3RRT PlRRlsJ £TTT TT¥WTR f%W# RBft ^f^T] 

3TtT 7TTRTT R?ft TTETHTTITr % AM NH % f^rq ^ 3TRRR RTftcf fRT | f% tRft TJjft if 

RdR if MTO 3^-4) R ^foRf I, sffr i^Frtr TTF TT^HTR f%wt ^fFT M-WM t, 7WT % 
arfsiw RT 3F3 Rt f^TTT ^TTTJ; 

3R: 3R, VsTM TTRFTT, 3flT rRtR TIWTTTR (TjfR if TWR % srf^W RT ST^Rr) 

3Tfsrf%RH- 1962 (1962 RT 50) 4rf STITT 3 RTSITTT (1) TJTTT TRrT 9T%Rf ^7T WR RtR rt ^T tjRt 

if RRR % 3rfs|=M< ^iT ST^Rt ^tR % SuRf 3TT3FT Rf RRRT RTcft If; 
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^Tf Tft ^q-fxFT, Tft ExE 31^41 TT =rWcT TjfrT # Rd<4»$i 3TT dlO'sl H, f^REEt arf&R^HI t ^JxE 

41TcT % <MH4 Erfurt HTmTW TETcET *ETT TTTcft' f, (21) f^T % sftcR, TjfrT % 

4n h ish'xii s*i f4Wi( ttt% % f^nr dH-*-! % srf&l =61< % HWTsr tt wt. set. set. ttssht 

xnf^Tft (3TTST ET^T), ffl“TH #WT Plfipd WRT), HKI<Jtl-^<NK 

WMET Ef^ftEHT, TET.3ITf.7ft'. TRH, f^TT (lEET^ Tpf) TfF, 3HT.ft.7ft. 

^EtPTERFT % TRT, f^lTCTNdHH - 530004, 3Tf?T TTf?T TTW 4?t f^rfw WT if 3TT^T H%HTI 




f^TETT: TETq-; SITST 


TTSTT 

tl 1*1 TT *ii ♦« 

TEf TWT 


•N "V 

TER 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

WRIT 

THT^WJW 

201 

00 

09 

54 



200 

00 

00 

15 



144 

00 

02 

20 



145 

00 

29 

00 



199 

00 

09 

87 



210 

01 

64 

99 



217 

00 

00 

93 



218 

00 

30 

68 



170 

00 

25 

31 



169 

00 

31 

30 



168 

00 

20 

68 



208 

00 

48 

70 

TiRPi 

'■H Ml Idfi 

504 

00 

70 

05 

TTTRTT 


4 

00 

22 

88 



5 

00 

09 

22 

WET 


281/2 

00 

03 

19 

MHHI 

SRRTfftET 

36/11 

00 

01 

14 

hPeih 

ETfaTTE 

155/5 

00 

01 

66 



164/9 

00 

00 

23 

hPeib 

PpMl.dl 

96/3 

00 

05 

24 
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tzar 

itpt «tpt 

*1*«K 


■N "V 





(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



97/8 

00 

11 

76 



40/5C 

00 

00 

40 

^.'UhPl 


39/1 

00 

06 

65 


F&T. H. 3TR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-l/f-21033] 

Tmrrf^^r, srcRHf^r 


New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1822. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 


MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PALASA 

RAMAKRISHNAPURAM 

201 

00 

09 

54 



200 

00 

00 

15 



144 

00 

02 

20 



145 

00 

29 

00 



199 

00 

09 

87 



210 

01 

64 

99 



217 

00 

00 

93 



218 

00 

30 

68 



170 

00 

25 

31 



169 

00 

31 

30 



168 

00 

20 

68 



208 

00 

48 

70 

KANCHILI 

BHOGABENI 

504 

00 

70 

05 

MANDASA 

DABHARU 

4 

00 

22 

88 



5 

00 

09 

22 
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MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PALASA 

GUDARI 

281/2 

00 

03 

19 

PALASA 

AMALAKUDIA 

36/11 

00 

01 

14 

NANDIGAM 

KOMATURU 

155/5 

00 

01 

66 



164/9 

00 

00 

23 

NANDIGAM 

DIMILADA 

96/3 

00 

05 

24 



97/8 

00 

11 

76 

NANDIGAM 

SANTOSAPURAM 

40/5 C 

00 

00 

40 

TEKKALI 

TELINILAPURAM 

39/1 

00 

06 

65 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


wfprfr, 20 2018 

^T. 3TT. 1823.— TEW % ld)Pl4R pfr TTWWWT (^fP P wrpET % 3#W TT ST^T) 

srfPfPw, 1962 (1962 W 50) (1PP WEP WET WE srfPfPw TW W t) HFT 3 W HTTT (1) % 
srPP wP # Trf, wrct wef % PfrfPwr Pf wffPr % Pfew # srfpjjwrr w.3ir. 2100 wPw 
06.09.2017 Pl'HH-.l WERE! TTTTcr % <M'I4 M 36, WET II, WW 3, W WW (II) WpW 03.09.2017 P 
09.09.2017 PfPw WT fl WT P PFTT SEfTJPf P faffs' WWlpH TEW P fPw fPwWElWET P 

Pwi : WTEFF, 3H4,|HpH, tJWTETEET, •’JhPPh, TTH. TFEFF, HtlNpH, 3TF INI-T-Ugldl Pt P, 
arrit^TT TEW P MI4141H p twTETT TEW if |<F,MK cEE IdlPiqR Wlldl P lP,4cH P fprr ppw Pret 
PffPw fPfPPs' P PwtPwi fpH wr t| “Tmafw-twwr tiwtiwt mP..4Mhi’% PPh if ttwftw 
P wPw P Pet wPEr % srf^nT wr 3 ePt tow % Pte; to wwr # PewitP f Pf: 

3TTT WETEWF 3rfP>pW Pt TrfPlf WETT Pf WWW TOT P H# PflpF WE 3lfpplw Pt HTT1 6 Pf WHET (1) 
% TOJTFW if 7TSET HlfipEEp P P-sTl4 TEEEF Pf Wpf fPPP P Pf fl 

Pf PPP tee P we fwrP w tow % wet Pf w teithet fi wiP Fftw wfp ttwettwt 
fPwP % Pet 3pprci wrP whet % appror to seet tow to fPfPww fPn |: 

3RT: 3TW, PPP HTTOT WE srfpfpw pf HTTT 6 pf WHITT (1) sTFI TOW wlPwf TO WET TOW fir ti^; WFT 

Pewit toP( | fP wr 3 tPi^hi p tPht sr^ijpf P fPfPfPw ^1P P wtwwtw P^M P wPEr to sparor 

arfPfW fpHT WET: 

3TF pptw HTTTT WE srfPPwr # HITT 6 Pf WOTTT (4) 1TFT WTT ^TpEpf WT WET TOP W, tw PPh PP | 

pi we 'giP P wPEr tt PPwt w Petot P writ Pt tttPw p w#p tfwt P fPfprr fP % wtei; hPI 
fPwrPf P we Prw tfPw heft ttf^et PrfPw P fPfPr Petti 
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fa*TT:ft¥ii<simdH^ 3ttsr^ 


4s<n ^JT^TFT 

m*i w *ii*i 

*rf «i*«k 


•N "v 





(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

iwiwr 

HKNI^ 

194/3 

00 

19 

48 



225 

00 

36 

99 

3h+imP^ 

^wr 

228 

00 

21 

14 



228 

00 

20 

43 



224 

00 

16 

92 



224 

00 

01 

50 



224 

00 

15 

76 



220 

00 

46 

67 



145/5 

00 

37 

52 

fRIW 

Trf^rf^r 

180 

00 

30 

01 

< 1 -H R P^l 


67 

00 

06 

01 



36 

00 

08 

63 



170/6 

00 

45 

74 



69/2 

00 

07 

17 

< 1 -H R P^l 

<NMI 

111 

00 

05 

53 

TTRl^f^r 

RRPl 

601 

00 

02 

71 



611 

00 

02 

77 



610 

00 

15 

86 



308 

00 

11 

04 



315/4 

00 

08 

01 



315/3 

00 

08 

27 



298 

00 

08 

81 



316 

00 

08 

93 



296/2 

00 

04 

97 



296/1 

00 

09 

76 



317/4 

00 

23 

96 



294 

00 

00 

12 



317/3 

00 

06 

78 



285 

00 

10 

44 



284 

00 

18 

47 



265/6 

00 

08 

13 



265/5 

00 

06 

58 
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4T57T *11*1 

•U1 -H «TPT 



■N 





(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

tdtRRt 


265/3 

00 

04 

83 



265/2 

00 

04 

45 



265/1 

00 

01 

85 



266 

00 

14 

75 



276A 

00 

23 

17 



271 

00 

00 

30 



177 

00 

04 

49 



176 

00 

22 

07 



169 

00 

10 

68 

TTTl. TRW! 


100 

00 

44 

58 



113 

00 

42 

59 

R7T. TRWT 


338/2 

00 

04 

02 



97 

00 

16 

27 

dgfclHpH 

HstjlMpH 

117 

00 

25 

54 



109/2 

00 

43 

02 


[W. H. 3JR-11025(11)252/2017-#3fR-I/f-21033] 




New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1823. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, published in the Gazette of India No.36 Part-II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) dated 03.09.2017 to 09.09.2017 vide 
S.O. Number 2100 dated 06.09.2017 issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central 
Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land situated in Mandals: Sabbavaram, Ankapalli, 
Munagapaka, Rambilli, S.Rayavaram, Nakkapalli and Payakaraopeta of Visakhapatnam District in Andhra Pradesh State, 
specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of 
petroleum products from Paradip in the State of Odisha to Hyderabad in the State of Telangana by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited for implementing the "Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline Project". 

And whereas the copies of the Gazette were made available to the public. And whereas the Competent Authority has 
under Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, has submitted his report of Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in India Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 
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SCHEDULE 

DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 


MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


SABBAVARAM 

NAARAPADU 

194/3 

00 

19 

48 



225 

00 

36 

99 

ANAKAPAT.LT 

REBAKA 

228 

00 

21 

14 



228 

00 

20 

43 



224 

00 

16 

92 



224 

00 

01 

50 



224 

00 

15 

76 



220 

00 

46 

67 



145/5 

00 

37 

52 

MUNAGAPAKA 

PATIPALLI 

180 

00 

30 

01 

RAMBILLI 

VELCHURU 

67 

00 

06 

01 



36 

00 

08 

63 



170/6 

00 

45 

74 



69/2 

00 

07 

17 

RAMBILLI 

RAJ ALA 

111 

00 

05 

53 

RAMBILLI 

DIMILI 

601 

00 

02 

71 



611 

00 

02 

77 



610 

00 

15 

86 



308 

00 

11 

04 



315/4 

00 

08 

01 



315/3 

00 

08 

27 



298 

00 

08 

81 



316 

00 

08 

93 



296/2 

00 

04 

97 



296/1 

00 

09 

76 



317/4 

00 

23 

96 



294 

00 

00 

12 



317/3 

00 

06 

78 



285 

00 

10 

44 



284 

00 

18 

47 



265/6 

00 

08 

13 



265/5 

00 

06 

58 



265/3 

00 

04 

83 



265/2 

00 

04 

45 



265/1 

00 

01 

85 



266 

00 

14 

75 



276A 

00 

23 

17 



271 

00 

00 

30 



177 

00 

04 

49 



176 

00 

22 

07 



169 

00 

10 

68 

S.RAYAVARAM 

JANGULURU VELAMPALEM 

100 

00 

44 

58 



113 

00 

42 

59 

S.RAYAVARAM 

PENUGOLLU 

338/2 

00 

04 

02 

NAKKAPALLT 

GULLIPADU 

97 

00 

16 

27 
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NAKKAPALLI 

NAKKAPALLI 

117 

00 

25 

54 

PAYAKARAOPETA 

PEDARAMABHADRAPURAM 

109/2 

00 

43 

02 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 

20 2018 


^T. 3fT. 1824.—%%% HTTTT TT %TT a%% #ETT % 1% %% f^T % m 3TRWE 11% STIST a%T TER if 
4d)Pl4H ArM|cH % hP, 4£H % f%TT Rmte- ^(WK 4 P 4)4 HI % f%4M4H %J ffter 3fj%R 

T1#M PlPP^ srm 'TRWF^T %Wlf m%4 Hlp%; 

aftr%%%armr%r arff m^misn f^M % mhHh % fte;mg- 3rmmr ante %m |f% %44 fift % %f m% 
tuts 31^-41 if %%|, tefteif mr mi^mr% wf m%m y/-HM t, mwr% 3if%ErTmr st#t fter 
trt; 

SR: SR, VsHh TmPTT, HdlPlHH 3% te%r (^f% % T'Rt’T % stflRTT 4T 3RPT) 3Tf%f%mr 1962 

(1962 mr 50) # am 3 # mam (1) gm am sTi%mt m ateter |tt rr fPr 3Tfterr m 

site ter % ste 3 trr %4 tern amf4 t; 


te %4 te%, %t m ft tern ^1% if ftes % mr tetw a, ftemf m srflrgw if ami % 
trett # after mam mm %t mw am 44 te4 f, ten (21) fte % ter, te % 44% nmrm 
term; te % fter 3 ?% ntem % ternr % tea % 44 itr. sir. sir. ter, nrnn mfteff (star ater). flten 
stem terfte ftefte (wRim awr), am^Pr-lmma amFrmr nPtem, %N4 tern, TTR. 3 rrf. 44 . 
ante wr, fterr (RrmfR nr%) te, str.%. 44. tenter % am, tenwmTn - 530004, sttst ate ter %t 
f%rf%cr tr % 3 rrte te nten 

fterTi^tefmn TRaiatente 


an - ma 

wa an «i i -h 

n% 

ter 

■N "V 

TTTR 


1«K 



nftem 

RPhri 

95/3 

00 

00 

54 



96/1 

00 

00 

34 



97/8 

00 

13 

16 



96/3 

00 

03 

04 

hRh 1+4 

amrnm 

9/3 

00 

00 

07 



10/3 

00 

00 

50 



10/6 

00 

00 

265 



13/10 

00 

01 

44 



13/11 

00 

02 

12 



23/10 

00 

07 

19 



270/3 

00 

00 

66 
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269/4 

00 

00 

67 



266/5 

00 

00 

59 



266/7 

00 

01 

29 



266/10 

00 

01 

05 



272/7 

00 

00 

61 



273/1 Ob 

00 

00 

02 



275/1 

00 

00 

45 



275/8 

00 

00 

19 



276/9 

00 

00 

37 



277/1 

00 

00 

98 



277/7 

00 

00 

25 



277/5 

00 

01 

35 



242/12 

00 

01 

32 



242/9d 

00 

00 

32 



242/9e 

00 

00 

05 



242/11 

00 

01 

59 



240/5 

00 

00 

48 



240/2 

00 

00 

42 



239/1 

00 

01 

59 



238/2 B 

00 

00 

43 



237/3C 

00 

02 

84 



237/3A 

00 

03 

46 



232/6 

00 

00 

41 



238/7 

00 

05 

67 



[W. 4. sir-1 1025(11)252/2017-#3TR-l/f-21033] 
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New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1824. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


| DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

DIMILADA 

95/3 

00 

00 

54 


96/1 

00 

00 

34 


97/8 

00 

13 

16 


96/3 

00 

03 

04 

NANDIGAM 

DEVALABHADRA 

9/3 

00 

00 

07 


10/3 

00 

00 

50 


10/6 

00 

00 

265 


13/10 

00 

01 

44 


13/11 

00 

02 

12 


23/10 

00 

07 

19 


270/3 

00 

00 

66 


269/4 

00 

00 

67 


266/5 

00 

00 

59 


266/7 

00 

01 

29 


266/10 

00 

01 

05 


272/7 

00 

00 

61 


273/10b 

00 

00 

02 


275/1 

00 

00 

45 


275/8 

00 

00 

19 


276/9 

00 

00 

37 


277/1 

00 

00 

98 


277/7 

00 

00 

25 


277/5 

00 

01 

35 


242/12 

00 

01 

32 


242/9d 

00 

00 

32 


242/9e 

00 

00 

05 


242/11 

00 

01 

59 


240/5 

00 

00 

48 
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| DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 




240/2 

00 

00 

42 




239/1 

00 

01 

59 




238/2B 

00 

00 

43 




237/3C 

00 

02 

84 




237/3A 

00 

03 

46 




232/6 

00 

00 

41 




238/7 

00 

05 

67 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 

dffMr, 20 PwT, 2018 

^T. 3|r. 1825.—%4 Pe EERFR TfETE TpffcT ffcTT t e#f ftrf if 3TTT?W 11% STtST TIW if 

Rcqrff % mP% Pr mi^h mPhPhi % Phmhh seder 

WTfpFE PPfisi 3TITE Pwf Wpff RTitn;; 

3ftr MPe trw p pff % wrr % Pit 3ER9-W ^rfpr fmT t f% pft ^rtff if re w if 

him 4 31^41 if rPPe f, afp- Pnrt ref ttrrtrt P^iI rep 4ee hern t, RTfur w > 3Effp7R rt sePt 1%eee 
^rrn;; 

3RE: 3T^, VsOd EERRH, MdlPlHH sftr RpR RTRTRTIFET (Ejp if RWRT % sePrtr rt 31#T) srf&pPriT 1962 
(1962 RT 50) # OT7T 3 # RROTET (1) sTHT RREE RpREf RT WPT RTcf fq RR Ejfir if 34414 % SEpfRR RT 
srPr rP r 3rt% setsfe ff ^ffwr re# f ■ 

re# tff ^rf%, rt rtf 3)^41 if rPr ejPe if t, ret cnffw ir, Peiri ret stP^hi if ^ ^etce r 

<MU1 # RpRE EETOTER RRRT Rf RRT®2E RET ff Rpft f, R#ET (21) f%R % #T7, Ejfir % ff% HIsSmisH 
%PT RFf % Prr TEEif RWUr R seF&W R ERRSE if Mf Tttt. 3ETE. 3ETE. RT, ETSTET RrpRTff (3Ef?T E(%3E), 4^44 
3ETRT RFfftRT PPPs! (RTRRTERRE ErWE), 4 KI<J)h-^4EMK RERRTTRR mPaTnHI, Rh>ff RpFT, Tpr.3Erf.Eff. 
Lp+4) TO, PrfHT (s!l4Tp RlP) %■, 3ER.ff.Eff. #qiw % T TTET, PdFsHMiHH - 530004, 3EESE EpR er?r RE 

PlPsid RT if 3ET5fR ifTf E#rm 




Phi : “41+1^41 


m lid 

111*1 4EE «1 l*i 


"N -N 






^•Tcqi. 

tter 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

^pipnr 

ErflWT 

152/1 

00 

01 

12 



152/2 

00 

00 

36 



152/3 

00 

03 

95 



164/17 

00 

08 

00 



164/18 

00 

09 

35 
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PHI : 


*is*i * 11*1 

111*1 'll*) 

i+«k 


IHR =uWld< 




166/3 

00 

00 

60 

166/5 

00 

00 

10 

166/1 

00 

01 

32 

166/2 

00 

01 

42 

166/4 

00 

03 

85 

85/5 

00 

01 

80 

85/4 

00 

02 

61 

84/26 

00 

00 

61 

84/27 

00 

01 

22 

84/30 

00 

02 

43 

85/6 

00 

04 

86 

85/8 

00 

01 

22 

85/9 

00 

01 

32 

85/10 

00 

01 

32 


[W. H. 3IR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TTT-I/f-21033] 


New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1825. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

ICHCHAPURAM 

RATTAKANNA 

152/1 

00 

01 

12 



152/2 

00 

00 

36 



152/3 

00 

03 

95 



164/17 

00 

08 

00 



164/18 

00 

09 

35 



166/3 

00 

00 

60 



166/5 

00 

00 

10 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 



166/1 

00 

01 

32 



166/2 

00 

01 

42 



166/4 

00 

03 

85 

ICHCHAPURAM 

MASAKHAPURAM 

85/5 

00 

01 

80 



85/4 

00 

02 

61 



84/26 

00 

00 

61 



84/27 

00 

01 

22 



84/30 

00 

02 

43 



85/6 

00 

04 

86 



85/8 

00 

01 

22 



85/9 

00 

01 

32 



85/10 

00 

01 

32 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


R# f##, 20 PuiHT 2018 

TO. 3|r. 1826.—%# •HUPK # i^FTT ^RfVcT ffcTT f 1% #TO f#% RTT TOTORTO 1f% 3TTST R#T TRR % 
^dlpRO RcH# % MftdiTO % i%TT RUT#- ^(NK IWIFT mP# 4HI % t>RM4H ##R TORR 

torPtor Pi Pi# rttt f#T# to#r##; 

a#%# rttotto ipp msmisSH % r#tot%P#^ totortor#t flro t i% #ft f# r #tr% 

am dog; th^- 4) if ## f, 3# f## TOP RTTOTTOTOT #W# TO% TO 94-dN |, TOR# % ##F1T TO TO# f#T 

tor; 

TOT: TOT, Vs# RTTOT, OdlPdO 3# ##T (?J# R TO 4# % RpTOT TO TO#) 3rf##R 1962 

(1962 TO 50) # OTTO 3 # TOOT# (1) gITTO TO# #%# TO TO# TO# fR TR ^ if TO4# % #%TOT TO 
TO# TO# % TO TORR # #TOTT TO# |; 

TO# # ##, # TOP TOJTJ# if #f# if %W f, TOT Riff# FT, f#TOT TOT 3rf#JR#T if ^xF RTTOT % 
TTTO# # ##f RTOTTTO TORT TO TOTOR TOT # TO# f, ## (21) f# % ##T, % 4# TOTORTTOT 

t## TO# % f# TO# TOR# % 3T#TOT % RTOR if # TOR. TOT. TOT. #, RSTR Rif## (TOST ##), tflTOT 
TOR# TO#TTOT ### (TOTOTTOTOTT TTTOTO), RTTf##-###!# RTTOT### RpTRIRRT, ## R##, TTTOTOf.#. 
#R# WT, f##T (TOR# RTF) W, TOT#.#. TOFR#R % TOR, #TOTOTOTOT - 530004, TOST R#T TTTO TO 
f#%# TOT if TO# TOT R%RTI 
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: 3TTST 



illB 4>T *TPT 




■N "v 




cmWIcH 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



6 

00 

44 

14 



9 

00 

32 

25 



11 

00 

07 

55 



12 

00 

13 

70 



15 

00 

20 

85 



16 

00 

14 

83 



17 

00 

19 

41 



25 

00 

09 

33 



24 

00 

08 

14 



23 

00 

20 

89 


[W. H. 3TR-11025(11)252/2017-3Tr3TR-I/f-21033] 


H NH 3T^t 


New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1826. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC 

Complex, Visakhapatnam - 530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification 
issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the 
general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : VIZIANAGARAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

LAKKAVARAPUKOTA 

SRIRAMPURAM 

6 

00 

44 

14 



9 

00 

32 

25 
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DISTRICT : VIZIANAGARAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



11 

00 

07 

55 



12 

00 

13 

70 



15 

00 

20 

85 



16 

00 

14 

83 



17 

00 

19 

41 



25 

00 

09 

33 



24 

00 

08 

14 



23 

00 

20 

89 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


Ti 20 Rnw , 2018 

^T. 3fT. 1827.—HWR %T THTT TFfPr ftFIT 11% %T t ^ STFPTFF | f% SPST TR4 if 
tldlPldH 4cHldi % MPd^d % fSjrr MlJ|41 m- |d<MK MPdMdl % PhMMdd tftw 3Tf^PT 

WTpRT PlPPs! 3TITT R?Sl4 ^ruft 

3frc %4Pr nmr %r %4l wwrw % hfr % 1 %tt w awwF 5ufpr fw % f% Hr ^ ir %r m 4 

4MI44 31^41 4 Wpfa t, 3^7 WF %wi ^1% W 9fdN t, dMdPl W> 3rf%nr W 31#T f%^T 

3fnr; 

3TFL W, V41d TTTFTT, ^IdlPlMH affr TFTWTSTT t dMdPl % srf&WT W 3T%T) 3rfM%qTT 1962 
(1962 W 50) # 5HT 3 # WSTTTT (1) KRT WrT »rf%4f W WFT WcT fTT w '^1% t dMdPl % 3ffeir w 
st%t w4 % 3 rt4 strut 4t 4 twit w%t |; 

4r# 41 ^ii%, %r wf 3T5^4t 4 %%tt ^(Pr 4 Pd 44 t, w criftw 4, Pih-fI ttt srPrgw 4 ^ff irnFr 4 

TRW # Frf%RT FTTSITTW WFTT 4t TWET WT 4t WRft f, T#1T (21) f%T % 4far, 7fi4 4 41% TTSWIW 
f4wR; wfi 4 tw twft 4 stPffr 4 tfrt 4 4t ^t. anr. str. 4t, ttsft Trrf^wfl (%st tt4?t), ifiw 
3?fw %rTt?ft PiPPP: (TiwRim trft), dKi4)Hpd<MK tiwttw iPdMdi, %Pft 4 Pr, Tpr.3Trf.'4t. 
odd-41 wr, Prfn (3iw wt) snr.^l.Ffl. #%rr4 w, - 530004 ,sttij-tt4?t trt 4r 

PlPsid W 4 3TT%T 7#FTI 


1%ftt : sftaifsm ti^t: 3msf%?r 


*ts^i 'TFT 

TIFT 4>T 'TFT 

tt4 't+^K 


I^TT 


d441d< 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

4gjPl 

PddKI TT l M 

308/3 

00 

02 

24 



308/4 

00 

02 

23 







6992 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 29, 2018/PAUSHA 8, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


*TPT 

TTPT 




THTT 

«u?4U< 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



308/5 

00 

00 

02 



308/12 

00 

00 

05 



313/3 

00 

00 

02 



313/4 

00 

00 

52 



220/5 

00 

00 

04 



213/1 

00 

02 

17 


tHHim 

10/15 

10 

00 

00 



159/IB 

00 

42 

00 


[W. t. 3IR-11025(11)252/2017-#3iR-l/f-21033] 

3T^r?rf%^ 


New Delhi, the 20 th December, 2018 

S.O. .1827 —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Sq. Mt. 

Are 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


TEKKALI CHINA RAKALLAPALLE 


308/3 

00 

02 

24 

308/4 

00 

02 

23 

308/5 

00 

00 

02 

308/12 

00 

00 

05 

313/3 

00 

00 

02 

313/4 

00 

00 

52 

220/5 

00 

00 

04 

213/1 

00 

02 

17 

10/15 

00 

10 

00 


TEKKALI 


TALAGAM 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Sq. Mt. 

Are 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 



159/IB 

00 

00 

42 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


•rf R^H, 14 R-h^-«k, 2018 

*FT. W. 1828—mlim 3Tf444nT, 1947 (1947 +T 14) 4t FRT 17 % 31 ^41 <"\ 44^4<413 

4it 4 4KcfR 44rF 4tFT I^FT 4 WHcTF % P)4M+'l aft? m4 +4+1 O’ 4 44 f 3Fpr?T 4 f4R4 3)1*444 + 

f4TF? 4 3f)41(4+ 3rf4+m- tt 4 ssnT -4I4M4, 4)"MI£I % WF (4?4 4w 2/2015) 4r WTf4F m# | 4t 
V£l4 +K+K 4t 07.12.2018 4 t RTF fan FT I 

[4. 4t- 16025/4/2018-3rrf31R(FTT)] 

4t. 4. 44mj, 3T4T 7Tf%F 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1828. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/2015) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Bhilwara now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. Life 
Insurance Corporation of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 07.12.2018. 

[No. Z-l6025/4/2018-IR(M)] 

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


super 

SR RUlTelF, 4fcRFST : 

4tc5i4h 3rf4+T4 : 4f S)4la ^tr R? j k, srR.Ejf.RTT. (Rich rrtt41?t 4<t4) 

MRU 4mT : 2 TFT 2015 RcT.4t.3TR (cf>R)i|) 


..TTlsff 


f4Tafr/Piii)«i+ 


4r 44s rt4m 4 gu 4r 4 cttrt RTtMfr, RcikTi- 
Rhi^-sjt, vjt44- , hk 4R 4er, 4rakm i 

+*TR 

1. meter FRcfUr 4 )eft 44rt 4m, mu EpratcTF, 

4ru 4t um5t, 18 m 4r4t 4m, mFjr i 

2. etRts meter FRcfUr 44 ft 44rt 4m, mu rtrstt, Rhi^t, 4rcTT-4rafem i 
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viqfts-TcT 

4t ReP# Ete, ufclPll^T—TITaff qtt STtR 4 I 
4t Tftiger er>e, s#7btce- fSnraft qtt sir 4 i 

REITR RrPE 28.9.2018 

RTsfl 44q RTRT srt.fcT.srlSr., 1947 (#4 ERfR 4 3 Tt4 3# 1947 4 EEq#cT f^RJT 7ET4RT) qtt ERET 10 

(2) (p) Rt cTgRT ETF fcRTR -TIRMR 7ft RTRST 4?T f^ERT I 

qpft 4 RIET TfefR Rfa-fn qq 3 44q 4 Tig" 3ff4q f4ER RER f4 7j4 f4qstt 4 RTET f7tRFE 11.5.2002 r 4 
TERR?! 7ft rr RR f^TRT t%ER RER I 73Rf4 f4qsft 7ft REilidR 3 RRETRlt 7ft 7RR 4 TEeT t4cRE, RRR7 RTR#, FPE ERR, 
REEffcTEf WWR, RE^ETt RTf e# 4 7El4 q 7ER#R Rfqf4q f4f4R RREf Rri'cE 28.2.2014 RET 11 qqf 4 3#BE RTcBT 
TEE 4 f44 I RE# terFFE q4 4 240 f^ff 4 3#PE 3T7# cPE E# f%RT | T3 Rt4 4FcT RE-MidR, TJREfRTf 4 teftlTFT 
7ft RTET 3E-aipfr TRRRfr Rt qq RR f4q7fR E>e4 4 R4IcE 10.1.08 4 28.2.2014 cPE 6 7# cPE f4RcTR E# f4ER | fspistt 
4 41Rsit stt4?T 4 tb4 Rrit 1.3.2014 tet 4rt ijaicE ter fr^ER | 4tr ijaicE tee4 4 tj4 r 4 q eft srfitE tiRMi qq frRq 
RER, R FRi4 pcqq 4 STfcEjfcf R#I sin qtt # I RF Rtcq TJSI7E7ERH Rt RTR 4 4t trEJETR 4 1 qpfl 4 RTRRcT 4cTR eqqf 
RTftcT R;r: tj<f qq qR [4 if# cl tert# 7f?t Rt4eT Tftt I 

f4qstt ^rtisite 4 7f4r rt4et qq 7ft tertr 4 rt4et qq 4 tjMct qazff e4 srctIter re4 f^ 44q 4 Efg 

Sff4q ftqq f4 RTsfl 4 f^qaft 7ftt [4 h4fI RTRsE if qqat 3qqiR qR TjDfqzq 3R5IEfr RET Rt qq4 f%qr, f^Rqf 

RqfcE 11.5.2002 RT 3.8.2002 R7E Tgq 317# 85 f# H7E TJIcT RfcEE 7^ ret ij RTR^t qR 7El4 f#q | cIRREIcl 

73RT^ 10.1.2008 ^ 3.4.2008 R7E 85 f# R7E 3R§IEtt qqRRtt 7^ RET if tet 4 f#q | qisfl ^ Rgl'cE 11.5.2002 RT 
28.2.2014 cPE ##RT RET ^ 7 Et 4 q^t f#q I ETsfl ^ ^ # t[ 240 f# TEE 7 Et 4 q#f feqT | ftqgft f#tt T-ft 

3RSIEtt TETqqR TEt 85 f# RT 3#7E 3E# feR 7EFT qR q^t RT# f | qTsff ^ qRq Tf 11.5.2002 RT 3.8.2002 cPE 
85 frtq cPE iqq it cit> 7^ RET ^ tett i%qi I gRp£ RTT qpff -t gq: 85 Rqt 7^ [ei <q f^azq qtqHT qq 7^ qETR qR 7ETR 
f#q, TEt 3T%TT#E RET RT f#att te[ fcM Tf RTsT ter ?jdt qtqrjq 7ft qpiR qR f#q | qrsfl ^ f%^t T-ft RET 3 #q#ET 

qq?sq % f#PE 11.5.2002 Rt Ptrcr 11 Rnqff hte teeJ #t i%zq f 1 c#r qis# qq rmRui f#r tet^ t# qisfqi 7# 1 

qTsff # STtR Rt r# qisff p 7g 1 q#cRt -% Tpqq #spqg- tert# # # teftqiR 7ft qfer qq^t 1 p 
TEt qqMq terer W 1 qrfq Rlisq -% 7#q $ f#afr # STtR ^ qq P 7g 1 3HTPE 7gRTR qqr q> TETIE qisf 7ER7# # 

qaiT qq^f qq 1 q teeJ qgq Rt# 7# qfer, qq?f qq 2 q qfr^Rfq Rq# # qfer, qq^f qq 3 q rttsipteir qq # qRr 

q qq?f qq 4 -% teth qq TEt qqRfq terter ert i 

qqRT i> TffRjq Risfl qfetR# R RT#! qq ^ RectRtlcI qazff Tftt qtqRER SltR qg ## ^tt R7#t # RTsfl Tftt 
ctcttillH, "RlRT qq?f 1 7^ RET Tf #T f#R RER t, 7^ Rff# f#^t ^ Rpjf# eft sft | qTsff q ftqstt 7^ RKf RTRRR 
—RE# cET Rfqq f | 73R# f^RPE 11.5.2002 ^ 28.2.2014 cPE teteJ f#R | 7# frfgpE q#ER 3iqqT^ f#T #T tjspe ter 
f#T RER | SPT: qg gq: Rqt«H qq 3#7Ertt 11 

?RT7^ ftqfFT f#att 7^ f#fR 3#7pfRT ^ TETRq ^ 73#ferq qaEft TEt qtgRTER SIR Elg TEgr f% qiatt 73R7^ Efgt 
Rlajcg RET RT 3TRaREtt qqRfRt HT I 73RFf qg^ # 2002 ^ 85 Rq <EH f#n q ftiR ^dt EitqTiR cERc^ # 2008 ^ 
85 Rq <El4 f#R I qg <El4 RI5H MIR ter4 tet SlRpERt Rift "t I 73 Ri 4 1800 Ri. Wfcl RTF MIK 1 te# tet TEt tehr Rbqi 
fl, qq RT^aR Eel cl "t I 73Tt RTRERF RtRRf ^ Efg riRt qm ^ ^ I qpff 7f# Sl^ctlq qpcl TEREf TET qRpEltt qft ^ I 

qtqt qafr qtt qtR ^ RtRer rfrt 4t #t # # i 

F# qtqt qsfr 7Et 7gqT I RTHjof RRiRctt tet SPEjEjq [%er I RTERTR i> Rtrcrr^t srqfelfEsPT f#5 qq #4 

TEFt 

1. TfER Riaff f^qgft RT. qt RTR-HTR 3 Ege! f#TPE 11.5.2002 ^ 11.5.2007 RET TEeT #PE 7^ RET 3 qcf #R f#TPE 
10.1.2008 RT 28.2.2014 cPE RMIlltl 7ft Rfq Tf cEl4ld RFT? 

2.. E# gt, eft efF TfER RfgcT qm ter4 RE 3#7Ertt t? 

RRSEf 4" qpff 4#q 4 snrt ^rfet TEttaFi rttret qpTq trq 4 3T#q f%ER t f% tjrt f4qatt 4 Repe i i .5.2002 

4 qqRHft 4 qq rr RqtRtiq f4>ER I 73 Rt4 73r 4 TETEffeTR 4 RMIlltl 4 RET 4 TEeT 4cPE, RR7R REET^ ter 4, FPE q 

TfqTqfTtER MgRI-t SftR 7ER#R RT#t f4f»Eq TETEff q4 f^RPE 28.2.2014 cPE qa,ffcT 11 7# cPE RTePT RET 4 f^ER | 73 Rt4 

ttf 4 f^RPE n.5.2002 4 11.12.2007 cpe (4q[4ci ret 4 tert 4efe 4 ret 4 tet 4 f^ER 1 tjrpet f44t7ER qf4 q4 
240 ferqr tet eft, [4r 4frt cEwidR ttretre 4 reP# s#re 4 4 4efFnq 4 stt#t rr4 rtr tj 4 3TEarr4t qmi4 
# 4 rt 4 re4 ter4 re sn4?T rr 4 f^ER 1 frt tr 73rt4 Re be 10.1.2008 4 28.2.2014 ?ee sra# 6 7 # tpe f44R 
re4 Rett i tjrpet re 4 RfcfrqRFPE rft i tjrt 4 f4REq r# [4icEiqq/qT47RR er f4qT4tq tetr miriRci r4 e4 i frt 
rrer 73rt 4 f^RPE 11.5.2002 4 28.2.2014 cpe [#[# f^ER ti rterr rirRvjI f4q4t 4 re 4 4 ti tj4 

f^RPE 1.3.2014 4 ReTR cftR RE f4REeT f^ER RER, RR 4 RF 44tERTE 11 RTRlfPE 3#RE4 4 RTRST 4t f4qatt 4 7# 
gq : re4 tr 44 4 rrt ter f^ER i tj 4 f4f4 f4REq qq qpEfePE terei 4 f4REq 4 tr 4 tjstte f4ER rer 11 3#o 1947 
74 tTTRT 25- 7TE,734,7tq 4 qTWTTE RPTEERf RE TSeRTHR f4ER RER f | fuTRF 4 FRT4 RTaiR f4ER f4 Efg R# t f4 
qq?t i fpe rtr feTHTH tet qRcn47E 41 Ejg rt# 4 f4 qq4 i 4 r# riiIisi si[4a h4i 41 qq4 1 4 q 4 4 4 

3TRSRE4 qtfRf# tfR rr 73qf4lf4 44 RTRE Sff4q f4ER RER 4 I Efg RT# 4 f4 44 f^RPE 11.5.2002 4 3.8.2002 ePE 
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eft TTT?T TTfrT 3TfftftRsT TR ftTTOjET 11 ?RT T7t?T HfeT Ef) 3TTTOTR TR 3TiftEfrft Efft Rl^-cMI T#T FT RTEReft I ftft iff TORT <JER Eft 
TTfcTfeRTf 3TRTTR TR T?REpjof fsl^aif ERT fftRHTRH T# 1%^TT TOT RTERTO I TOR TTR Eft ftTR ftt FT ?T TffcTfeftf Eft #1 

eft to? ter? ?rtt t fft 1800 to. Tftr tt? TTfftr Riftft tot yRifeiii to# toto r?t t, wr srtrfcrfercT torer? t- 
‘INB LIC NIMBAHERA TRF FRM MARWAR METAL’ 

TORT 3TERT RT TO? TER? ?RTT t fft 1 %ftT HIR4I? ft?TO TOFT RTTO-TET ert ft ?T yRlfftift' ft REFT f | Ef? W 
REFT t? ?ft TO# ft IW Tft IftTOT t, TOTOfft fftraft ?TRT ?rft RETH HIRdl? ft?TO ej) 3TlftE|7cT ?RHTaTRERdf ERT TpE TTT2T 
TTO TH fftTOT TTOT t, fftRlft TO? 3Tf%cT t fft ftftET Hls^cft T# ?ftT TO#?R STTTfeR Ef) TOTO ft Ejrft EfrReTT t, fftft 
Rhi'cH 28.10.2010, 2.11.2013 , 9.12.2013 , 8.1.2014, 7.2.2014, T 13.3.2014 Eft RTeTft Eft RTfft Eft ^ | 3TcT: TORT TO <JER 
Eft Tfftfft 71? f 1ft TO# TORT RT# HIRdl? ft?TO ft TORT 4R R?T 11 TORT TO# ft ft ?RT TOTH ft fftftftTOT ERT 

TW ftfR TR RJTOTRTT T# IftTOT t | 3ET: TORT TORT fER ft TO# 4? fftrafT ft Iftilfad fftftTOT if #TT T# ET#ft I 

?REfI 3 TerRTT TORT TO# ft iff 3 TTft TOTElf ft Eft 3 Hl(ft[ftld TO#EsT fftTOT t, TOfft TO? TW ftR TR TOR? ft R?T 
t 1 ft TO# T?ft Rhi'cR 11 . 5.2002 ft 85 fftlRT fftR 10 . 1.2008 ft 85 fftlRT TOTH: TORT RERR T TOTRTRft ft TTO TR TORf 
fftTOT - 


'W '/id) d f& tfd Rdl’P 11.5.2002 7 f 3.8.2002 (7TO <Qd 85 /$T (7TO 3JW-n4) WcR efr WT rf TO7TO /5><V7 

m/ w vdf i mmd wm fdmn 1 . 10.2008 d 3 . 4.2008 mu 3nmdf rnmd ^ tto to to7t fdmn' 

RERf TOsfl T?t TORT TOftTOTRlf^cr ^ 3RT f^TfrRTT RTO? ?T t 3f[R ^RTT TOcT^ TOR? ?RTT f% TOT^ f^TafT 
i> RajIvjH Tf T?^ RtITO 11.5.2002 RT 11.12.2007 TOR ftTR Rtito 10.1.2008 RT 28.2.2014 TOR RilRd effc TR TOTH: 
RTcT RTTOR T TOTRTRft TT TR TORf f%TT FT TO Rti'cR 11.5.2002 RT 28.2.2014 TOR f^TTOTR failed cfpR TR TORf f%TO 
FT I 

RERT TOsff ^ 3TTOT TTOTf ^ TO? ReJERR *fr E?R feRTT t f% TOT^ fERrafT i> 3T#T TOT?t 240 ftTf cRf> f^TTOR 
ERRf T^f f%TO 3TfR TORT^ TOT 85-85 f^T E^ fePI Ejrof f%TO, TORTTOT Tj4 TfTcTET TORI TORT # TOTOT 11 ?R# 3TeTTTO TOsff 
^ 3TTOf sfTfpff Tf TO? ifT r41toIR f%TO t f% 2014 ^ ^ TORET TTRETT? feeRT 3TE.?RT EfTpf f%TO I et? TOTfeR TOTOTTO 
TO, TOT ETO.sn^.RfT. e^rt TT TOTO TO I TOERT ERTETf ^ ^fT TO? RTO? ?T TORTT t f% TORT^ I^TafT ^ 3EftT Eg?r 85-85 f^ff 
E^ 3TeTTETT EfTRf f%TO ert TTRETT? Tt?eRT ^ 3TeJTT EfTRf f%TOT 3TTR et? 3ET^ WEH TO^TO TTO et HTH TTO d RtITO 
11.5.2002 ^ ftRcE 28.2.2014 TOR ftrsfT $ TO?T err! e?R^ Ef? etI STi^TERTT et TOTOT err R?T t, et? R^TO TeRT t I TOsff 
ERT f^TOTTOT T cTT ftRcE 240 f^TORT TOR R?T t, T fT et? Plilfad f^TOTTOT d R?T t, 3TRT: et? e?(^ STJcTTr TORT err^ ert 
3Tfe>rJI TO^f 11 

3RT: TOERT fcT^xpf e£ 3TETE TR TO? 3TT^H f^TOT vjI Id I ^ f% — 

TOsff aft TT#HT^I aft e^?tth Hl^dft, fftETTRft-PlHT#TOT, fftTeTT-RTdkd? fftrafTTOH i> TO?T 240 fftERTT 
TOR cRlftRd T#T R?T t I TORfft ^ fftftTOT i> STJRTE fETTaftTOH i> TO?T 85-85 f^TORTf TOR Ef?ft f%TOT t, 3 RT: et? ?RT 
TERRH ft ERTlf RT?RT TORT ERRft Ef? 3 Tfft<T>IRl TOft ^ | 

TTO? 3TTTO fftTTER 28.9.2018 Efft Tgft 'TOITMT ft Rjdlill TTOT I 

3TtTTcT "^TTR fftTR, TOITEft?T 


TOf fftroftt, 14 fftRETOR, 2018 

ipT. sir. 1829—iflkRlT arftftfftrnT 1947 (1947 TOT 14) # HTRT 17 TO3^T<H ftTOE^ftr -HTTOK 

ftroif hhaTIt Tfkro ^rirr fftrorr TO totohcET to w PItHtoi' aftR tot% to4toi< 1' % ft Iftift? aftTfriftro 

fftror?ft aMfttrosrlftTOErorEftanr-4NM4, ftRwftftroEft tototoito (Tp?ftftwr4/2015) tot wifftro tor#|# 
TO#ftr HTTOTR TOt 07.12.2018 TOt TORT f3TT TOTI 

[ft. ft? - - 16025/4/201 8-3irf3TTRfcnT)] 
#. TO. ffttTTft, 3TTOR Hlftro 


New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1829. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 4/2015) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Godavarikhani now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. Life 
Insurance Corporation of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 07.12.2018. 

[No. Z-16025/4/2018-IR(M)] 

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT -CUM-VI ADDL. DIST. 

AND SESSIONS COURT, GODAVARIKHANI. 

Present: SRI SAMBASIVA RAO NAIDU, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 

FRIDAY, ON THIS THE 17 th DAY OF AUGUST, 2018 


I. D.No. 4 of 2015 

Between: 

B.Sadaiah, S/o.B.Kanakaiah, aged about 32 years, Occ:Substaff, 

R/o.Devunipalli Mandal, Peddapalli, District Karimnagar. ... Petitioner/Employee 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager, LIC Peddapalli, Post Peddapalli, District Karimnagar. 

2. The Divisional Manager, LIC Dept., Tower Circle, Karimnagar. 

3. The Zonal Manager, Zonal Office, LIC of India, Saifabad, 

Hyderabad, Post Hyderabad. ... Respondents/Employer 

This case coming before me for final hearing in the presence of Sri S.Bhagavantha Rao, Advocate for the 
Petitioner and of Sri N.Srinivas, Advocate for the Respondents; and having been heard and having stood over for 
consideration till this day, the Tribunal delivered the following:- 

AWARD 

1. This is a petition filed by the petitioner under section 2A(2) of Industrial Disputes Act which herein after will be 
referred as ID Act for convenience sake against R-l to R-3 with a prayer to direct the respondents to reinstate the 
petitioner into service by setting aside the oral removal order dt.31-01-2013 of the 1 st respondent and to direct the 
respondent to give continuity of service, other attendant benefits, back wages to the petitioner herein. The following is 
the brief case of petitioner as per his petition: 

2. The petitioner was appointed as an employee in Life Insurance Corporation on 20-05-2005 but it was an oral 
order without any written appointment order. The petitioner was paid monthly salary of Rs.3,000/- and he worked in the 
1 st respondent till 30-01-2013. The 1 st respondent enhanced the salary of the petitioner from time to time by continuously 
utilizing the service of the petitioner. The petitioner claims he completed (8) years of service in the 1 st respondent. The 
petitioner further pleaded that R-l removed the petitioner on 31-01-2013 without any notice and without payment of 
compensation in lieu of the notice. There was no written removal order but the present removal is nothing but 
termination simplicitor. He has also claimed that he used to get Rs.6,000/- per month at the time of above said removal 
from service. The petitioner addressed a demand letter to the 1 st respondent on 06-11-2014 but there was no response 
and the request of the petitioner was not considered for employment or for any compensation. The respondent’s 
corporation adopted unfair labour practice and victimized the petitioner therefore, the petitioner prayed for a direction to 
the respondents to reinstate him into service by setting aside the oral removal order and also to give attendant benefits, 
back wages etc. 

3. All the respondents have appeared before this Tribunal and filed common counter with the following averments: 

4. The petitioner was engaged as daily wager by R-1 intermittently as and when the services of the daily wagers 
were required for the office work. The contention of the petitioner that he was engaged on temporary basis is false and 
not correct. He was given certain job to be carried out as daily wager and they used to pay amount to the petitioner 
depending upon job entrusted to him. The respondents have denied the plea of petitioner that he discharged his duties for 
(8) years and he was earning Rs.3,000/- per month but pleaded that the services of petitioner were obtained 
intermittently. The respondents have further pleaded that with the previous approval of the Central Government, LIC of 
India in exercise of the powers vested in it under clauses (b) and (bb) of sub section (2) of section 49 of Life Insurance 
Corporation Act, 1956 has made the terms and conditions of services of the employees, vide LIC of India (staff) 
Regulations, 1960 and they are applicable to whole time (salaried) employees of the corporation. In view of the 
Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in CA.Nos.953-968, dt. 18-01-2011 between D.V.Anil Kumar and others vs. LIC of 
India, employment notice dt.20-05-2011 was issued by LIC of India can have applications from all the temporary class- 
IV employees of the fulfilling the following eligibility criteria: 

1. All temporary class-IV employees working in LIC of India for more than (5) years as on 18-01-2011. 

2. Possessing minimum eligible qualification (pass in standard IX) at the relevant time of their entry into LIC 
of India. 
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3. Age as prescribed by LIC of India in its recruitment rules/instructions at the relevant time of entry into LIC 
of India. 

4. Candidates should not have crossed the age of superannuation of 60 years on the date of his/her 
appointment, if selected. 

5. Remuneration to such candidates during their temporary employment in LIC should have been paid directly 
by the corporation and not through any contractor. 

6 . Candidates to submit copies of proof of working with the corporation for more than (5) years as on 
18-01-2011 duly signed by the Chief Manager/Sr. Branch Manager in charge of the Branch Manager (P & 
IR), Manager (OS) of the respective Divisional Office or the Regional Manager (P& IR)/Regional Manager 
(OS) in respect of zones where the candidate is working. The above certificate has to be issued on the basis 
of payment details, attendance record, appointment letters and any other record with details. Details have to 
be mentioned in the service certificate. 

7. Temporary Employment Certificate given on the basis of verbal statement or on the basis of declaration by 
other employees has to be supported by corroborative evidence. 

8 . Copies of certificates of age, educational qualification, caste along with MR for Rs.250/- wherever 
applicable and Temporary Employment Certificate from the concerned Authority have to be sent with the 
duly completed application form by the candidates to their respective divisional offices. 

9. The onus of furnishing authentic documentary proof for the temporary service at the time of submission of 
the application shall be on the candidate. 

5. The respondents further pleaded that the petitioner was not found eligible as per the above mentioned eligibility 
criteria circumstances he was not issued admit card for the limited written test. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the above 
referred cases stipulated that such of those temporary class-IV employees who don't apply and or are not successful shall 
cease to be in the employment. Those employment persons working in class-IV cadres who are not governed under this 
notice of employment shall also cease to be in employment. The action of termination of the petitioner is in accordance 
with the above order since the failure of implementation of the result contempt of the Hon'ble Apex Court. The 
respondents further stated that the documents submitted by the petitioner are false. They are not relevant thereby the 
documents failed to prove that all the payments made to the petitioner. It is also clear that there was no fixed salary to 
the petitioner. Document No.6 and onwards payment vouchers made to the daily wager for work done. Out of the 
documents filed by the petitioner some were payments made by the petitioner and other were payment made to the other 
workers. It is very clear that petitioner has not completed (5) years of service as on 18-01-2011. He is not eligible for 
appearing to the limited written test. The permanent peons selected through the above recruitment process were issued 
appointment letters in the months of February/March, 2012 and in view of the Supreme Court guidelines all the 
unsuccessful candidates shall cease to be in employment and the same is applicable to petitioner. The respondents have 
further stated that the petitioner has no cause of action, he was only daily wager engaged intermittently as per the 
requirement of work. As such, the persons working in class IV cadres who are not governed under this notice of 
employment shall also cease to be in employment. Therefore, the respondents prayed for dismissal of the petition. 

6 . I have heard both parties. 

Now the point for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled to the employment and other benefits 
including back wages as prayed for? 

7. The petitioner has filed this ID with a specific plea that he was working in the 1 st respondent office as a 
temporary employee but the 1 st respondent terminated him by way of oral order. It is the specific case of petitioner that 
he was receiving Rs.3,000/- per month towards his salary and the same was enhanced from time to time. However the 
petitioner categorically stated that no written appointment order was served on him. In order to substantiate his plea 
about his employment with R-l and his receiving salary from the respondent, the petitioner is examined himself as WW- 
1 and one more witness was examined on his behalf. In the chief affidavit of petitioner he has reiterated what he has 
pleaded in the petition. 

8 . According to his evidence affidavit he was appointed has 1 st respondent on 20-05-2005 but he was not served 
with any written appointment order, he used to get Rs.3,000/- per month. The 1 st respondent continuously utilized his 
services without any break, his salary was enhanced from time to time but on 31-01-2013 he was removed from service 
by way of oral communication. R-l did not issue any notice nor there was any compensation in lieu of the notice. The 
counsel for respondents has cross examined this witness, in the cross examination WW-1 further stated that he was 
working in R-l without any written appointment order, it was an oral appointment according to him. WW-1 has 
admitted that if there is any appointment notification for the appointment of employee in LIC such notification will be 
published nation wide. The petitioner did not appear for any written examination. He claims that he filed an application 
to appear for a written examination but he did not file any proof about such applications. The petitioner claims that he 
has approached the union leaders. In addition to his oral evidence he has filed some photocopies of the documents 
alleged to have been obtained from R-1. 

9. The petitioner has also examined one Gajula Jalapathi an LIC agent as WW-2. According to the evidence of 
WW-2 he found the petitioner while working in the 1 st respondent office. The petitioner was drawing Rs.6,000/- per 
month, there was no charge memo against the petitioner. In the cross examination WW-2 further deposed that he did not 
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receive any summons from the Court. He came to the court at the request of petitioner/workman. He is working as LIC 
agent since 1998. Duty of the LIC agent is to appoint the customers to the LIC and they used to collect premium from 
the customers which he has to deposit in the 1 st respondent. WW-2 was not able to say the total number of departments 
in 1 st respondent office. He has admitted that he never verified the salary particulars of the employees. From the cross 
examination it is very clear that WW-2 has been planted only to support the plea of the petitioner. He has no knowledge 
about the actual facts. 

10. The contention of petitioner that he was orally appointed in R-l and he served corporation for (5) years cannot 
be considered in the absence of any written or admissible proof. It is true the petitioner has produced photocopies of 
some documents. In fact the respondents did not dispute the work of petitioner but they have categorically stated that 
they have utilized the service of petitioner intermittently only as daily wager. The respondents have examined one 
D.Rama Rao as MW-1. According to the evidence affidavit filed by MW-1 it is categorically stated that R-l used to get 
the service of petitioner intermittently as and when such service was required and petitioner was only a daily wager 
without any such appointment. Therefore, according to MW-1 the work if any rendered by the petitioner to R-l was a 
temporary job for which R-l used to pay remuneration on daily wage basis. In the cross examination MW-1 further 
deposed that there was no practice of issuing appointment letters to employees who worked intermittently thereby the 
petitioner was not served with any such appointment letter. When the witness was asked whether any departmental 
enquiry was conducted against the petitioner he has categorically deposed that since the petitioner was not a permanent 
employee there was no necessity to conduct any departmental enquiry for his termination. This witness was confronted 
with photocopies of documents produced by the petitioner, he has categorically stated that those documents are internal 
record of R-l and the petitioner is no way concerned with those documents. This witness has denied the suggestion that 
petitioner worked in the 1 st respondent for more than (5) years. He was also asked whether the petitioner paid any fees to 
appear for examination as per the guidelines of the Hon’ble Supreme Court but he expressed that he is no knowledge 
about such payment. From the evidence of the above witness it is very clear that the petitioner worked in the 1 st 
respondent only as a temporary employee that too for a short period, there was no regular employment and there was no 
appointment order served on the petitioner. Similarly there was no written termination order. 

11. The counsel for respondents has represented that number of temporary employees of LIC have approached the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court and there was specific guidelines by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as reported in the case between 
LIC of India and another vs. D.V.Anil Kumar and etc. As could be seen from the above judgment it is very clear that the 
Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to direct the Life Insurance Corporation of India to formulate a scheme where under all 
the eligible temporary class IV employees as also the open market candidates who had taken the examination for 
recruitment be absorbed. As per terms and conditions of the said scheme there should be a one time recruitment 
examination for those temporary employees who are working in the LIC of India and who possess minimum eligible 
qualification and age as prescribed by the LIC of India. The successful short listed candidates shall be called for 
interview. Such of those persons who are successful in the interview shall be initially appointed and posted anywhere in 
the respective zone. It was also observed in the order that such of those temporary employees who do not apply and or 
not successful shall cease to be in the employment. It was also clarified that those temporary persons who are not 
governed under these submissions shall also cease to be in the employment. Therefore, as per the above judgment the 
petitioner must prove that he was temporarily appointed in the l sl respondent, he has got required age and qualification as 
on the date of his entry. He has completed more than (5) years of service. Thereafter he was asked to appear for 
examination. The cross examination of WW-1 is very clear that he did not appear for any such schemes. Except his oral 
evidence he did not produce any proof about his age and qualification. Similarly there is no proof that he was in 
continuous service of more than (5) years in R-l corporation. Therefore, even on that ground the petitioner cannot be 
considered as an eligible candidate for continuing in the service. In the light of the above judgment when once the 
petitioner is not coming within the scheme he ceased to be employee. Therefore, he cannot claim a direction for his 
reinstatement into the service. In a judgment between Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Uma Devi and others 
in Appeal (civil) 3595-3612 of 1999, the Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to observe in the following words: 

“Public employment is a sovereign secular democratic republic, has to be as set down by the 
Constitution and the laws made thereunder. Our constitutional scheme envisages employment by the 
Government and its instrumentalities on the basis of a procedure established in that behalf. Equality of 
opportunity is the hallmark, and the constitution has provided also for affirmative action to ensure that 
unequals are not treated equals. Thus, any public employment has to be in terms of the constitutional scheme. 

A sovereign government, considering the economic situation in the country and the work to be got 
done, is not precluded from making temporary appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. Going by a 
law newly enacted. The National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 2005, the object is to give employment to 
at least one member of a family for hundred days in an year, on paying wages as fixed under that Act. But, a 
regular process of recruitment or appointment has to be resorted to, when regular vacancies in posts, at a 
particular point of time, are to filled up and the filling up of those vacancies cannot be done in a haphazard 
manner or based on patronage or other considerations. Regular appointment must be the rule. ” 

12. In the light of the other judgment between LIC of India vs D.V.Anil Kumar and others vide 2003 (4) ALD 721 
decided on 10-06-2003. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in para No.4 of the judgment made the following observation: 
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"4. It will be necessary at this stage to take notice of certain facts. The LIC has been engaging a sub 
staff (peons) on temporaiy and ad hoc basis for the last severed years. Their services were not being 
regularized and they were continued to be treated as temporary or on ad hoc basis. Employees had been 
agitating for regularization of their sendees. Finally the matter was referred by the Government of India to the 
National Industrial Tribunal presided over by Justice Tulpule. While the proceedings were pending before the 
National Industrial Tribunal, a compliant under section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 was filed on 
behalf of the Unions complaining that regular recruitment was taking place, the benefit under the award would 
be only illusory and as such they sought restraint orders. The Tribunal passed an order directing that during 
the pendency of proceedings before the Tribunal, no recruitment of the staff on regular basis should be made. 
Award was finally passed on 17-04-1986 by the Tribunal, which was challenged by the Corporation before the 
High Court of Bombay in W.P.No.1801 of 1986. The Award was referred for interpretation to the National 
Tribunal presided over by Justice Jamadar. After Justice Jamadar gave his award, Special Leave Petitions 
were filed before the Supreme Court by the Corporation being SLP (Civil) No.14906 of 1988 challenging both 
the awards. An application was filed in the SLP on 21-01-1989 to dispose of the SLP in terms of the 
compromise arrived at between the Corporation and the Unions. SLP was accordingly disposed of with 
directions to implement the terms of the compromise as an interim measure. 

5. Subsequent to the interim order of Supreme Court dated 01-03-1989, some more writ petitions came 
to be filed before various High Courts including Madras High Court. In the meanwhile, the Central 
Government referred the dispute for adjudicator to Central Industrial Tribunal, New Delhi on 04-03-1989. 
During pendency of the reference, from out of an order passed by the Madras High Court, Special Leave 
Petitions (SLP (C) Nos.10393-10413 of 1992 - E.Prabavathy and Ors. v. Life Insurance Corporation of India) 
were filed by certain employees before the Supreme Court. On 27-10-1992 the Supreme Court passed an order 
in the Civil Appeals arising out of the above SLPs, after noticing the statement made on behalf of the 
Corporation with regard to the future ad hoc appointments/regularization to the effect that corporation was in 
the process of making a scheme consistent with the guidelines laid down by the Supreme Court in State of 
Harayana and Ors. v. Piara Singh and Ors. Scheme was formulated and ultimately, the Supreme Court 
approved the scheme on 14-12-1995. Salient features of the scheme were incorporated in the Order. ” 

13. The Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to further observed that to consider the case of such temporary employees 
the Life Insurance Corporation shall issue a public advertisement stating that those candidates who had been appointed 
on or after 28-06-1993 under LIC of India (employment of temporary staff instructions, 1993) and work in temporary 
capacity for a period of 85 days in a financial year will be allowed to compete in the recruitment process thereby they 
fulfill the remaining conditions. But in the case on hand the petitioner is not able to establish that he was one among 
such temporarily appointed staff with more than (5) years service. It is also not established by the petitioner that he 
possessed required qualifications and age prescribed by the respondent/corporation. If he was able to fulfill the criteria 
be could have been allowed to written examination. Therefore, I believe that he has no such qualification to appear for 
the examination thereby now he cannot question the 1 st respondent by way of the present Industrial Dispute. Therefore, 
the petition is liable to be dismissed. 

14. In the result, the petition is dismissed. 

Dictated to Senior Stenographer, transcribed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court, on this 
the 17 th day of August, 2018. 

SAMBASIVA RAO NAIDU, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE WITNESSES EXAMINED 

FOR WORKMAN: 

WW-1 : B.Sadaiah, Petitioner 
WW-2 : Gajula Jalapathi 


FOR MANAGEMENT: 

MW-1 : D.Rama Rao, 
Administrative Officer (L & HPF) 


EXHIBITS 


FOR WORKMAN 

-Nil- 

FOR MANAGEMENT: 


-Nil- 
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the respondents to reinstate him into service by setting aside the oral removal order and also to give attendant benefits, 
back wages etc. 

3. All the respondents have appeared before this Tribunal and filed common counter with the following averments: 

4. The petitioner was engaged as daily wager by R-1 intermittently as and when the services of the daily wagers 
were required for the office work. The contention of the petitioner that he was engaged on temporary basis is false and 
not correct. He was given certain job to be carried out as daily wager and they used to pay amount to the petitioner 
depending upon job entrusted to him. The respondents have denied the plea of petitioner that he discharged his duties for 
(8) years and he was earning Rs.3,000/- per month but pleaded that the services of petitioner were obtained 
intermittently. The respondents have further pleaded that with the previous approval of the Central Government, LIC of 
India in exercise of the powers vested in it under clauses (b) and (bb) of sub section (2) of section 49 of Life Insurance 
Corporation Act, 1956 has made the terms and conditions of services of the employees, vide LIC of India (staff) 
Regulations, 1960 and they are applicable to whole time (salaried) employees of the corporation. In view of the 
Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in CA.Nos.953-968, dt. 18-01-2011 between D.V.Anil Kumar and others vs. LIC of 
India, employment notice dt.20-05-2011 was issued by LIC of India can have applications from all the temporary class- 
IV employees of the fulfilling the following eligibility criteria: 

1. All temporary class-IV employees working in LIC of India for more than (5) years as on 18-01-2011. 

2. Possessing minimum eligible qualification (pass in standard IX) at the relevant time of their entry into LIC 
of India. 

3. Age as prescribed by LIC of India in its recruitment rules/instructions at the relevant time of entry into LIC 
of India. 

4. Candidates should not have crossed the age of superannuation of 60 years on the date of his/her 
appointment, if selected. 

5. Remuneration to such candidates during their temporary employment in LIC should have been paid directly 
by the corporation and not through any contractor. 

6 . Candidates to submit copies of proof of working with the corporation for more than (5) years as on 18-01- 
2011 duly signed by the Chief Manager/Sr. Branch Manager in charge of the Branch Manager (P & IR), 
Manager (OS) of the respective Divisional Office or the Regional Manager (P& IR)/Regional Manager 
(OS) in respect of zones where the candidate is working. The above certificate has to be issued on the basis 
of payment details, attendance record, appointment letters and any other record with details. Details have to 
be mentioned in the service certificate. 

7. Temporary Employment Certificate given on the basis of verbal statement or on the basis of declaration by 
other employees has to be supported by corroborative evidence. 

8 . Copies of certificates of age, educational qualification, caste along with MR for Rs.250/- wherever 
applicable and Temporary Employment Certificate from the concerned Authority have to be sent with the 
duly completed application form by the candidates to their respective divisional offices. 

9. The onus of furnishing authentic documentary proof for the temporary service at the time of submission of 
the application shall be on the candidate. 

5. The respondents further pleaded that the petitioner was not found eligible as per the above mentioned eligibility 
criteria circumstances he was not issued admit card for the limited written test. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the above 
referred cases stipulated that such of those temporary class-IV employees who don't apply and or are not successful shall 
cease to be in the employment. Those employment persons working in class-IV cadres who are not governed under this 
notice of employment shall also cease to be in employment. The action of termination of the petitioner is in accordance 
with the above order since the failure of implementation of the result contempt of the Hon'ble Apex Court. The 
respondents further stated that the documents submitted by the petitioner are false. They are not relevant thereby the 
documents failed to prove that all the payments made to the petitioner. It is also clear that there was no fixed salary to 
the petitioner. Document No.6 and onwards payment vouchers made to the daily wager for work done. Out of the 
documents filed by the petitioner some were payments made by the petitioner and other were payment made to the other 
workers. It is very clear that petitioner has not completed (5) years of service as on 18-01-2011. He is not eligible for 
appearing to the limited written test. The permanent peons selected through the above recruitment process were issued 
appointment letters in the months of February/March, 2012 and in view of the Supreme Court guidelines all the 
unsuccessful candidates shall cease to be in employment and the same is applicable to petitioner. The respondents have 
further stated that the petitioner has no cause of action, he was only daily wager engaged intermittently as per the 
requirement of work. As such, the persons working in class IV cadres who are not governed under this notice of 
employment shall also cease to be in employment. Therefore, the respondents prayed for dismissal of the petition. 

6 . I have heard both parties. 

Now the point for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled to the employment and other benefits 
including back wages as prayed for? 
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7. The petitioner has filed this ID with a specific plea that he was working in the 1 st respondent office as a 
temporary employee but the 1 st respondent terminated him by way of oral order. It is the specific case of petitioner that 
he was receiving Rs.3,000/- per month towards his salary and the same was enhanced from time to time. However the 
petitioner categorically stated that no written appointment order was served on him. In order to substantiate his plea 
about his employment with R-l and his receiving salary from the respondent, the petitioner is examined himself as WW- 
1 and one more witness was examined on his behalf. In the chief affidavit of petitioner he has reiterated what he has 
pleaded in the petition. 

8 . According to his evidence affidavit he was appointed by 1 st respondent on 05-08-2002 but he was not served 
with any written appointment order, he used to get Rs.3,000/- per month. The 1 st respondent continuously utilized his 
services without any break, his salary was enhanced from time to time but on 31-01-2013 he was removed from service 
by way of oral communication. R-1 did not issue any notice nor there was any compensation in lieu of the notice. The 
counsel for respondents has cross examined this witness, in the cross examination WW-1 further stated that he was 
working in R-l without any written appointment order, it was an oral appointment according to him. WW-1 has 
admitted that if there is any appointment notification for the appointment of employee in LIC such notification will be 
published nation wide. The petitioner did not appear for any written examination. He claims that he filed an application 
to appear for a written examination but he did not file any proof about such application. The petitioner claims that he has 
approached the union leaders. In addition to his oral evidence he has filed some photocopies of the documents alleged to 
have been obtained from R-1. 

9. The petitioner has also examined one Gajula Jalapathi an LIC agent as WW-2. According to the evidence of 
WW-2 he found the petitioner while working in the I s1 respondent office. The petitioner was drawing Rs.6,000/- per 
month, there was no charge memo against the petitioner. In the cross examination WW-2 further deposed that he did not 
receive any summons from the Court. He came to the court at the request of petitioner/workman. He is working as LIC 
agent since 1998. Duty of the LIC agent is to appoint the customers to the LIC and they used to collect premium from 
the customers which he has to deposit in the 1 st respondent. WW-2 was not able to say the total number of departments 
in 1 st respondent office. He has admitted that he never verified the salary particulars of the employees. From the cross 
examination it is very clear that WW-2 has been planted only to support the plea of the petitioner. He has no knowledge 
about the actual facts. 

10. The contention of petitioner that he was orally appointed in R-l and he served corporation for (5) years cannot 
be considered in the absence of any written or admissible proof. It is true the petitioner has produced photocopies of 
some documents. In fact the respondents did not dispute the work of petitioner but they have categorically stated that 
they have utilized the service of petitioner intermittently only as daily wager. The respondents have examined one 
D.Rama Rao as MW-1. According to the evidence affidavit filed by MW-1 it is categorically stated that R-l used to get 
the service of petitioner intermittently as and when such service was required and petitioner was only a daily wager 
without any such appointment. Therefore, according to MW-1 the work if any rendered by the petitioner to R-l was a 
temporary job for which R-l used to pay remuneration on daily wage basis. In the cross examination MW-1 further 
deposed that there was no practice of issuing appointment letters to employees who worked intermittently thereby the 
petitioner was not served with any such appointment letter. When the witness was asked whether any departmental 
enquiry was conducted against the petitioner he has categorically deposed that since the petitioner was not a permanent 
employee there was no necessity to conduct any departmental enquiry for his termination. This witness was confronted 
with photocopies of documents produced by the petitioner, he has categorically stated that those documents are internal 
record of R-l and the petitioner is no way concerned with those documents. This witness has denied the suggestion that 
petitioner worked in the l sl respondent for more than (5) years. He was also asked whether the petitioner paid any fees to 
appear for examination as per the guidelines of the Hon'ble Supreme Court but he expressed that he is no knowledge 
about such payment. From the evidence of the above witness it is very clear that the petitioner worked in the 1 st 
respondent only as a temporary employee that too for a short period, there was no regular employment and there was no 
appointment order served on the petitioner. Similarly there was no written termination order. 

11. The counsel for respondents has represented that number of temporary employees of LIC have approached the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court and there was specific guidelines by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as reported in the case between 
LIC of India and another vs. D.V.Anil Kumar and etc. As could be seen from the above judgment it is very clear that the 
Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to direct the Life Insurance Corporation of India to formulate a scheme where under all 
the eligible temporary class IV employees as also the open market candidates who had taken the examination for 
recruitment be absorbed. As per terms and conditions of the said scheme there should be a one time recruitment 
examination for those temporary employees who are working in the LIC of India and who possess minimum eligible 
qualification and age as prescribed by the LIC of India. The successful short listed candidates shall be called for 
interview. Such of those persons who are successful in the interview shall be initially appointed and posted anywhere in 
the respective zone. It was also observed in the order that such of those temporary employees who do not apply and or 
not successful shall cease to be in the employment. It was also clarified that those temporary persons who are not 
governed under these submissions shall also cease to be in the employment. Therefore, as per the above judgment the 
petitioner must prove that he was temporarily appointed in the l sl respondent, he has got required age and qualification as 
on the date of his entry. He has completed more than (5) years of service. Thereafter he was asked to appear for 
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examination. The cross examination of WW-1 is very clear that he did not appear for any such schemes. Except his oral 
evidence he did not produce any proof about his age and qualification. Similarly there is no proof that he was in 
continuous service of more than (5) years in R-l corporation. Therefore, even on that ground the petitioner cannot be 
considered as an eligible candidate for continuing in the service. In the light of the above judgment when once the 
petitioner is not coming within the scheme he ceased to be employee. Therefore, he cannot claim a direction for his 
reinstatement into the service. In a judgment between Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Uma Devi and others 
in Appeal (civil) 3595-3612 of 1999, the Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to observe in the following words: 

“Public employment is a sovereign secular democratic republic, has to be as set down by the 
Constitution and the laws made thereunder. Our constitutional scheme envisages employment by the 
Government and its instrumentalities on the basis of a procedure established in that behalf. Equality of 
opportunity is the hallmark, and the constitution has provided also for affirmative action to ensure that 
unequals are not treated equals. Thus, any public employment has to be in terms of the constitutional scheme. 

A sovereign government, considering the economic situation in the country and the work to be got 
done, is not precluded from making temporary appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. Going by a 
law newly enacted. The National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 2005, the object is to give employment to 
at least one member of a family for hundred days in an year, on paying wages as fixed under that Act. But, a 
regular process of recruitment or appointment has to be resorted to, when regular vacancies in posts, at a 
particular point of time, are to filled up and the filling up of those vacancies cannot be done in a haphazard 
manner or based on patronage or other considerations. Regular appointment must be the rule. ” 

12. In the light of the other judgment between LIC of India vs D.V.Anil Kumar and others vide 2003 (4) ALD 721 
decided on 10-06-2003. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in para No.4 of the judgment made the following observation: 

“4. It will be necessary at this stage to take notice of certain facts. The LIC has been engaging a sub 
staff (peons) on temporary and ad hoc basis for the last several years. Their services were not being 
regularized and they were continued to be treated as temporary or on ad hoc basis. Employees had been 
agitating for regularization of their services. Finally the matter was referred by the Government of India to the 
National Industrial Tribunal presided over by Justice Tulpule. While the proceedings were pending before the 
National Industrial Tribunal, a compliant under section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 was filed on 
behalf of the Unions complaining that regular recruitment was taking place, the benefit under the award would 
be only illusory and as such they sought restraint orders. The Tribunal passed an order directing that during 
the pendency of proceedings before the Tribunal, no recruitment of the staff on regular basis should be made. 
Award was finally passed on 17-04-1986 by the Tribunal, which was challenged by the Corporation before the 
High Court of Bombay in W.P.No.1801 of 1986. The Award was referred for interpretation to the National 
Tribunal presided over by Justice Jamadar. After Justice Jamadar gave his award, Special Leave Petitions 
were filed before the Supreme Court by the Corporation being SLP (Civil) No. 14906 of 1988 challenging both 
the awards. An application was filed in the SLP on 21-01-1989 to dispose of the SLP in terms of the 
compromise arrived at between the Corporation and the Unions. SLP was accordingly disposed of with 
directions to implement the terms of the compromise as an interim measure. 

5. Subsequent to the interim order of Supreme Court dated 01-03-1989, some more writ petitions came 
to be filed before various High Courts including Madras High Court. In the meanwhile, the Central 
Government referred the dispute for adjudicator to Central Industrial Tribunal, New Delhi on 04-03-1989. 
During pendency of the reference, from out of an order passed by the Madras High Court, Special Leave 
Petitions (SLP (C) Nos.10393-10413 of 1992 - E.Prabavathy and Ors. v. Life Insurance Corporation of India) 
were filed by certain employees before the Supreme Court. On 27-10-1992 the Supreme Court passed an order 
in the Civil Appeals arising out of the above SLPs, after noticing the statement made on behalf of the 
Corporation with regard to the future ad hoc appointments/regularization to the effect that corporation was in 
the process of making a scheme consistent with the guidelines laid down by the Supreme Court in State of 
Harayana and Ors. v. Piara Singh and Ors. Scheme was formulated and ultimately, the Supreme Court 
approved the scheme on 14-12-1995. Salient features of the scheme were incorporated in the Order. ” 

13. The Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to further observed that to consider the case of such temporary employees 
the Life Insurance Corporation shall issue a public advertisement stating that those candidates who had been appointed 
on or after 28-06-1993 under LIC of India (employment of temporary staff instructions, 1993) and work in temporary 
capacity for a period of 85 days in a financial year will be allowed to compete in the recruitment process thereby they 
fulfill the remaining conditions. But in the case on hand the petitioner is not able to establish that he was one among 
such temporarily appointed staff with more than (5) years service. It is also not established by the petitioner that he 
possessed required qualifications and age prescribed by the respondent/corporation. If he was able to fulfill the criteria 
be could have been allowed to written examination. Therefore, I believe that he has no such qualification to appear for 
the examination thereby now he cannot question the 1 st respondent by way of the present Industrial Dispute. Therefore, 
the petition is liable to be dismissed. 

14. In the result, the petition is dismissed. 

Dictated to Senior Stenographer, transcribed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court, on this 
the 17 th day of August, 2018. 


SAMBASIVA RAO NAIDU, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 
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This case coming before me for final hearing in the presence of Sri S.Bhagavantha Rao, Advocate for the 
Petitioner and of Sri N.Srinivas, Advocate for the Respondents; and having been heard and having stood over for 
consideration till this day, the Tribunal delivered the following:- 

AWARD 

1. This is a petition filed by the petitioner under section 2A(2) of Industrial Disputes Act which herein after will be 
referred as ID Act for convenience sake against R-l to R-3 with a prayer to direct the respondents to reinstate the 
petitioner into service by setting aside the oral removal order dt.31-01-2013 of the I s1 respondent and to direct the 
respondent to give continuity of service, other attendant benefits, back wages to the petitioner herein. The following is 
the brief case of petitioner as per his petition: 

2. The petitioner was appointed as an employee in Life Insurance Corporation on 05-11-2005 but it was an oral 
order without any written appointment order. The petitioner was paid monthly salary of Rs.3,000/- and he worked in the 
1 st respondent till 30-01-2013. The 1 st respondent enhanced the salary of the petitioner from time to time by continuously 
utilizing the service of the petitioner. The petitioner claims he completed (8) years of service in the 1 st respondent. The 
petitioner further pleaded that R-l removed the petitioner on 31-01-2013 without any notice and without payment of 
compensation in lieu of the notice. There was no written removal order but the present removal is nothing but 
termination simplicitor. He has also claimed that he used to get Rs.6,000/- per month at the time of above said removal 
from service. The petitioner addressed a demand letter to the 1 st respondent on 06-11-2014 but there was no response 
and the request of the petitioner was not considered for employment or for any compensation. The respondent’s 
corporation adopted unfair labour practice and victimized the petitioner therefore, the petitioner prayed for a direction to 
the respondents to reinstate him into service by setting aside the oral removal order and also to give attendant benefits, 
back wages etc. 

3. All the respondents have appeared before this Tribunal and filed common counter with the following averments: 

4. The petitioner was engaged as daily wager by R-1 intermittently as and when the services of the daily wagers 
were required for the office work. The contention of the petitioner that he was engaged on temporary basis is false and 
not correct. He was given certain job to be carried out as daily wager and they used to pay amount to the petitioner 
depending upon job entrusted to him. The respondents have denied the plea of petitioner that he discharged his duties for 
(8) years and he was earning Rs.3,000/- per month but pleaded that the services of petitioner were obtained 
intermittently. The respondents have further pleaded that with the previous approval of the Central Government, LIC of 
India in exercise of the powers vested in it under clauses (b) and (bb) of sub section (2) of section 49 of Life Insurance 
Corporation Act, 1956 has made the terms and conditions of services of the employees, vide LIC of India (staff) 
Regulations, 1960 and they are applicable to whole time (salaried) employees of the corporation. In view of the 
Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in CA.Nos.953-968, dt. 18-01-2011 between D.V.Anil Kumar and others vs. LIC of 
India, employment notice dt.20-05-2011 was issued by LIC of India can have applications from all the temporary 
class-IV employees of the fulfilling the following eligibility criteria: 

1. All temporary class-IV employees working in LIC of India for more than (5) years as on 18-01-2011. 

2. Possessing minimum eligible qualification (pass in standard IX) at the relevant time of their entry into LIC 
of India. 

3. Age as prescribed by LIC of India in its recruitment rules/instructions at the relevant time of entry into LIC 
of India. 

4. Candidates should not have crossed the age of superannuation of 60 years on the date of his/her 
appointment, if selected. 

5. Remuneration to such candidates during their temporary employment in LIC should have been paid directly 
by the corporation and not through any contractor. 

6 . Candidates to submit copies of proof of working with the corporation for more than (5) years as on 
18-01-2011 duly signed by the Chief Manager/Sr. Branch Manager in charge of the Branch Manager (P & 
IR), Manager (OS) of the respective Divisional Office or the Regional Manager (P& IR)/Regional Manager 
(OS) in respect of zones where the candidate is working. The above certificate has to be issued on the basis 
of payment details, attendance record, appointment letters and any other record with details. Details have to 
be mentioned in the service certificate. 

7. Temporary Employment Certificate given on the basis of verbal statement or on the basis of declaration by 
other employees has to be supported by corroborative evidence. 

8 . Copies of certificates of age, educational qualification, caste along with MR for Rs.250/- wherever 
applicable and Temporary Employment Certificate from the concerned Authority have to be sent with the 
duly completed application form by the candidates to their respective divisional offices. 

9. The onus of furnishing authentic documentary proof for the temporary service at the time of submission of 
the application shall be on the candidate. 


5. The respondents further pleaded that the petitioner was not found eligible as per the above mentioned eligibility 
criteria circumstances he was not issued admit card for the limited written test. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the above 
referred cases stipulated that such of those temporary class-IV employees who don't apply and or are not successful shall 
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cease to be in the employment. Those employment persons working in class-IV cadres who are not governed under this 
notice of employment shall also cease to be in employment. The action of termination of the petitioner is in accordance 
with the above order since the failure of implementation of the result contempt of the Hon'ble Apex Court. The 
respondents further stated that the documents submitted by the petitioner are false. They are not relevant thereby the 
documents failed to prove that all the payments made to the petitioner. It is also clear that there was no fixed salary to 
the petitioner. Document No.6 and onwards payment vouchers made to the daily wager for work done. Out of the 
documents filed by the petitioner some were payments made by the petitioner and other were payment made to the other 
workers. It is very clear that petitioner has not completed (5) years of service as on 18-01-2011. He is not eligible for 
appearing to the limited written test. The permanent peons selected through the above recruitment process were issued 
appointment letters in the months of February/March, 2012 and in view of the Supreme Court guidelines all the 
unsuccessful candidates shall cease to be in employment and the same is applicable to petitioner. The respondents have 
further stated that the petitioner has no cause of action, he was only daily wager engaged intermittently as per the 
requirement of work. As such, the persons working in class IV cadres who are not governed under this notice of 
employment shall also cease to be in employment. Therefore, the respondents prayed for dismissal of the petition. 

6 . I have heard both parties. 

Now the point for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled to the employment and other benefits 
including back wages as prayed for? 

7. The petitioner has filed this ID with a specific plea that he was working in the 1 st respondent office as a 
temporary employee but the 1 st respondent terminated him by way of oral order. It is the specific case of petitioner that 
he was receiving Rs.3,000/- per month towards his salary and the same was enhanced from time to time. However the 
petitioner categorically stated that no written appointment order was served on him. In order to substantiate his plea 
about his employment with R-l and his receiving salary from the respondent, the petitioner is examined himself as 
WW-1 and one more witness was examined on his behalf. In the chief affidavit of petitioner he has reiterated what he 
has pleaded in the petition. 

8 . According to his evidence affidavit he was appointed has 1 st respondent on 05-11-2005 but he was not served 
with any written appointment order, he used to get Rs.3,000/- per month. The 1 st respondent continuously utilized his 
services without any break, his salary was enhanced from time to time but on 31-01-2013 he was removed from service 
by way of oral communication. R-1 did not issue any notice nor there was any compensation in lieu of the notice. The 
counsel for respondents has cross examined this witness, in the cross examination WW-1 further stated that he was 
working in R-l without any written appointment order, it was an oral appointment according to him. WW-1 has 
admitted that if there is any appointment notification for the appointment of employee in LIC such notification will be 
published nation wide. The petitioner did not appear for any written examination. He claims that he filed an application 
to appear for a written examination but he did not file any proof about such application. The petitioner claims that he has 
approached the union leaders. In addition to his oral evidence he has filed some photocopies of the documents alleged to 
have been obtained from R-1. 

9. The petitioner has also examined one Gajula Jalapathi an LIC agent as WW-2. According to the evidence of 
WW-2 he found the petitioner while working in the 1 st respondent office. The petitioner was drawing Rs.6,000/- per 
month, there was no charge memo against the petitioner. In the cross examination WW-2 further deposed that he did not 
receive any summons from the Court. He came to the court at the request of petitioner/workman. He is working as LIC 
agent since 1998. Duty of the LIC agent is to appoint the customers to the LIC and they used to collect premium from 
the customers which he has to deposit in the 1 st respondent. WW-2 was not able to say the total number of departments 
in 1 st respondent office. He has admitted that he never verified the salary particulars of the employees. From the cross 
examination it is very clear that WW-2 has been planted only to support the plea of the petitioner. He has no knowledge 
about the actual facts. 

10. The contention of petitioner that he was orally appointed in R-l and he served corporation for (5) years cannot 
be considered in the absence of any written or admissible proof. It is true the petitioner has produced photocopies of 
some documents. In fact the respondents did not dispute the work of petitioner but they have categorically stated that 
they have utilized the service of petitioner intermittently only as daily wager. The respondents have examined one 
D.Rama Rao as MW-1. According to the evidence affidavit filed by MW-1 it is categorically stated that R-l used to get 
the service of petitioner intermittently as and when such service was required and petitioner was only a daily wager 
without any such appointment. Therefore, according to MW-1 the work if any rendered by the petitioner to R-l was a 
temporary job for which R-l used to pay remuneration on daily wage basis. In the cross examination MW-1 further 
deposed that there was no practice of issuing appointment letters to employees who worked intermittently thereby the 
petitioner was not served with any such appointment letter. When the witness was asked whether any departmental 
enquiry was conducted against the petitioner he has categorically deposed that since the petitioner was not a permanent 
employee there was no necessity to conduct any departmental enquiry for his termination. This witness was confronted 
with photocopies of documents produced by the petitioner, he has categorically stated that those documents are internal 
record of R-l and the petitioner is no way concerned with those documents. This witness has denied the suggestion that 
petitioner worked in the 1 st respondent for more than (5) years. He was also asked whether the petitioner paid any fees to 
appear for examination as per the guidelines of the Hon'ble Supreme Court but he expressed that he is no knowledge 
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about such payment. From the evidence of the above witness it is very clear that the petitioner worked in the 
1 st respondent only as a temporary employee that too for a short period, there was no regular employment and there was 
no appointment order served on the petitioner. Similarly there was no written termination order. 

11. The counsel for respondents has represented that number of temporary employees of LIC have approached the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court and there was specific guidelines by the Hon'ble Supreme Court as reported in the case between 
LIC of India and another vs. D.V.Anil Kumar and etc. As could be seen from the above judgment it is very clear that the 
Hon'ble Apex Court was pleased to direct the Life Insurance Corporation of India to formulate a scheme where under all 
the eligible temporary class IV employees as also the open market candidates who had taken the examination for 
recruitment be absorbed. As per terms and conditions of the said scheme there should be a one time recruitment 
examination for those temporary employees who are working in the LIC of India and who possess minimum eligible 
qualification and age as prescribed by the LIC of India. The successful short listed candidates shall be called for 
interview. Such of those persons who are successful in the interview shall be initially appointed and posted anywhere in 
the respective zone. It was also observed in the order that such of those temporary employees who do not apply and or 
not successful shall cease to be in the employment. It was also clarified that those temporary persons who are not 
governed under these submissions shall also cease to be in the employment. Therefore, as per the above judgment the 
petitioner must prove that he was temporarily appointed in the 1 st respondent, he has got required age and qualification as 
on the date of his entry. He has completed more than (5) years of service. Thereafter he was asked to appear for 
examination. The cross examination of WW-1 is very clear that he did not appear for any such schemes. Except his oral 
evidence he did not produce any proof about his age and qualification. Similarly there is no proof that he was in 
continuous service of more than (5) years in R-l corporation. Therefore, even on that ground the petitioner cannot be 
considered as an eligible candidate for continuing in the service. In the light of the above judgment when once the 
petitioner is not coming within the scheme he ceased to be employee. Therefore, he cannot claim a direction for his 
reinstatement into the service. In a judgment between Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Uma Devi and others 
in Appeal (civil) 3595-3612 of 1999, the Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to observe in the following words: 

“Public employment is a sovereign secular democratic republic, has to be as set down by the 
Constitution and the laws made thereunder. Our constitutional scheme envisages employment by the 
Government and its instrumentalities on the basis of a procedure established in that behalf. Equality of 
opportunity is the hallmark, and the constitution has provided also for affirmative action to ensure that 
unequals are not treated equals. Thus, any public employment has to be in terms of the constitutional scheme. 

A sovereign government, considering the economic situation in the country and the work to be got 
done, is not precluded from making temporary appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. Going by a 
law newly enacted. The National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 2005, the object is to give employment to 
at least one member of a family for hundred days in an year, on paying wages as fixed under that Act. But, a 
regular process of recruitment or appointment has to be resorted to, when regular vacancies in posts, at a 
particular point of time, are to filled up and the filling up of those vacancies cannot be done in a haphazard 
manner or based on patronage or other considerations. Regular appointment must be the rule. ” 

12. In the light of the other judgment between LIC of India vs D.V.Anil Kumar and others vide 2003 (4) ALD 721 
decided on 10-06-2003. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in para No.4 of the judgment made the following observation: 

“4. It will be necessary at this stage to take notice of certain facts. The LIC has been engaging a sub 
staff (peons) on temporary and ad hoc basis for the last several years. Their services were not being 
regularized and they were continued to be treated as temporary or on ad hoc basis. Employees had been 
agitating for regularization of their sendees. Finally the matter was referred by the Government of India to the 
National Industrial Tribunal presided over by Justice Tulpule. While the proceedings were pending before the 
National Industrial Tribunal, a compliant under section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 was filed on 
behalf of the Unions complaining that regular recruitment was taking place, the benefit under the award would 
be only illusory and as such they sought restraint orders. The Tribunal passed an order directing that during 
the pendency of proceedings before the Tribunal, no recruitment of the staff on regular basis should be made. 
Award was finally passed on 17-04-1986 by the Tribunal, which was challenged by the Corporation before the 
High Court of Bombay in W.P.No.1801 of 1986. The Award was referred for interpretation to the National 
Tribunal presided over by Justice Jamadar. After Justice Jamadar gave his award, Special Leave Petitions 
were filed before the Supreme Court by the Corporation being SLP (Civil) No.14906 of 1988 challenging both 
the awards. An application was filed in the SLP on 21-01-1989 to dispose of the SLP in terms of the 
compromise arrived at between the Corporation and the Unions. SLP was accordingly disposed of with 
directions to implement the terms of the compromise as an interim measure. 

5. Subsequent to the interim order of Supreme Court dated 01-03-1989, some more writ petitions came 
to be filed before various High Courts including Madras High Court. In the meanwhile, the Central 
Government referred the dispute for adjudicator to Central Industrial Tribunal, New Delhi on 04-03-1989. 
During pendency of the reference, from out of an order passed by the Madras High Court, Special Leave 
Petitions (SLP (C) Nos.10393-10413 of 1992 - E.Prabavathy and Ors. v. Life Insurance Corporation of India) 
were filed by certain employees before the Supreme Court. On 27-10-1992 the Supreme Court passed an order 
in the Civil Appeals arising out of the above SLPs, after noticing the statement made on behalf of the 
Corporation with regard to the future ad hoc appointments/regularization to the effect that corporation was in 
the process of making a scheme consistent with the guidelines laid down by the Supreme Court in State of 
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Harayana and Ors. v. Piara Singh and Ors. Scheme was formulated and ultimately, the Supreme Court 
approved the scheme on 14-12-1995. Salient features of the scheme were incorporated in the Order. ” 

13. The Hon’ble Apex Court was pleased to further observed that to consider the case of such temporary employees 
the Life Insurance Corporation shall issue a public advertisement stating that those candidates who had been appointed 
on or after 28-06-1993 under LIC of India (employment of temporary staff instructions, 1993) and work in temporary 
capacity for a period of 85 days in a financial year will be allowed to compete in the recruitment process thereby they 
fulfill the remaining conditions. But in the case on hand the petitioner is not able to establish that he was one among 
such temporarily appointed staff with more than (5) years service. It is also not established by the petitioner that he 
possessed required qualifications and age prescribed by the respondent/corporation. If he was able to fulfill the criteria 
be could have been allowed to written examination. Therefore, I believe that he has no such qualification to appear for 
the examination thereby now he cannot question the 1 st respondent by way of the present Industrial Dispute. Therefore, 
the petition is liable to be dismissed. 

14. In the result, the petition is dismissed. 

Dictated to Senior Stenographer, transcribed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court, on this 
the 17 th day of August, 2018. 

SAMBASIVA RAO NAIDU, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE WITNESSES EXAMINED 
FOR WORKMAN: FOR MANAGEMENT 

WW-1 : R.Ramesh, Petitioner MW-1 : D.Rama Rao, 

WW-2 : Gajula Jalapathi Administrative Officer (L & HPF). 


EXHIBITS 

FOR WORKMAN: 

-Nil- 

FOR MANAGEMENT: 
-Nil- 


>rf ft "41, 14 2018 
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[4. TT^-15011/6/2015-3ITf3IR(TTTT)] 
4t. 4. fivRTT, 3f=fT 


New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1832. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner and other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 12.12.2018. 


[No. L-15011/6/2015-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Case ID No. 45/2015 

Sh. Sunil Kant S/o Sh. Inderjit Singh, H.No.1080 L, T-2, Sector-1, 

Talwara Township, Distt. Hoshiarpur, Punjab. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Assistant PF Commissioner, Regional Office, SCO No.4-7, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh. 

2. The Head, UTI Infrastructure Technology and Services Ltd., Plot No.3, Sector 11, HBD Belapaur, Navi 
Mumbai-400614. 

3. The Jain Hydronics Private Ltd. 10066, Multani Dhanda, 1 st Floor, 

Street No. 1, Pahar Ganj, New Delhi. .. .Respondents 

AWARD 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide notification F.No.L-15011/6/2015-IR(M) Dated 28/09/2015, the 
Central Govt, has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, Chandigarh 
interminating the services of Sh. Sunil Kant S/o?” 

It is clear from the record that notice was sent to the parties when the reference was received by this Tribunal. 
However, workman has not turned up despite issuance of notice. Moreover, postal envelop was received back with the 
endorsement that “not known”. This clear shows that the workman is not interested in the adjudication of matter. 
Resultantly, no claim award is passed against the workman. It is also clarified that passing of the no claim award would 
not bar the workman from approaching the Appropriate Government/this Tribunal for adjudication of this case on merits 
or filing any fresh claim. Let copy of this award be sent (both soft as well as hard copy) to the Appropriate Government 
as required under Section 17 of the Act for publication. File after completion be consigned. 


Dated:-02.07.2018 
Place: Chandigarh 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer 


«T§ Pp'^l, 14 R+d-sk, 2018 
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New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1833. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Smelter Plant, Nalco and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
07.12.2018. 


[No. L-43011/10/2013-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 23/2014 

L-43011/10/2013 - IR(M), dated 4/4/2014 


Between: 


Date of Passing Order - 15 th October, 2018 


The Regional Manager, 

M/s. Smelter Plant, NALCO, 

P.O. & Dist. Angul, Orissa. ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

The General Secretary, 

Nalco Employees’ Sangha, PO. Nalco Nagar, 

Dist. Angul (Orissa) .. .2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances: 

Mr. S.S. Panda. Auth. Representative ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

ORDER 

Authorized representative of the Management is present, whereas none appears on behalf of the 2 nd party-Union 
on repeated calls. It is submitted by the authorized representative of the Management that the Union is not taking any 
step in the proceeding for the last several adjournments and probably the Union has no interest to prosecute the dispute. 
Perused the record. It is seen that after filing of the statements by the parties the 2 nd party-Union is not taking any steps 
for which the proceeding is adjourned without adjudication of the dispute. The reference case cannot be protracted in 
such a manner for an indefinite period by giving mechanical adjournments awaiting the appearance of the 2 nd party- 
Union at its sweet will. As the 2 nd party-Union fails to adduce any evidence and he has defaulted in appearance, there is 
nothing before the Tribunal to adjudicate the dispute, which has been referred to. 

2. It is pertinent to mention here that until adjudication of the dispute referred to by the authority concerned, an 
award cannot be made within the meaning of the award as defined under section 2(b) of the Act. There is also no 
provision in the Act to pass a no-dispute award or a nil award in case the disputant fails to make appearance and 
prosecute its claim. In that view of the matter passing of a no-dispute award or nil award for absence of the 
disputant/parties would be a misconception and the above position has been settled by the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa 
in the case between M/s. IDL Chemicals Limited -versus- P.O. Labour Court, Sambalpur reported in 72(1991) CLT 73 
and in the decision of the Calcutta High Court in the case of B.R. Bermen and Mohatta (India) Pvt. Ltd., -versus- 
Seventh Industrial Tribunal, West Bengal and others (short noted in 1977 Lab. I.C. (NOC) 13 (CAL). It has been also 
held by the Hon’ble Courts that so long as the dispute remains unsettled and the proceeding came to an end without 
adjudication of the dispute between the parties, there is no bar under the Act whereby the Government is precluded from 
referring the dispute over again so that there may be an industrial adjudication as contemplated by the Act. 

3. Having regard to the above facts and circumstances as well as settled principles I am constrained to dismiss the 
case registered on the reference of the dispute without any award and accordingly the reference is disposed of. A copy of 
this order be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour for necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 


B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1834. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Smelter Plant, NALCO and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
07.12.2018. 


[No. L-43011/08/2013-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 25/2014 

L-43011/08/2013 IR(M), dated 02.04.2014 

Date of Passing Order - 22 nd October. 2018 

Between: 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Smelter Plant, NALCO, 

Po. & Dist. Angul, Orissa ... st Party-Management 

(And) 

The General Secretary, 

Nalco Employees’ Sangha, Po. Nalco Nagar, 

Dist. Angul (Orissa). ... 2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances: 

Mr. S.S. Panda. Auth. Representative. ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

ORDER 

Authorized representative of the Management is present, whereas none appears on behalf of the 2 nd party-Union 
on repeated calls. It is submitted by the authorized representative of the Management that the Union is not taking any 
step in the proceeding for the last several adjournments and probably the Union has no interest to prosecute the dispute. 
Perused the record. It is seen that after filing of the statements by the parties the 2 nd party-Union is not taking any steps 
for which the proceeding is adjourned without adjudication of the dispute. The reference case cannot be protracted in 
such a manner for a indefinite period by giving mechanical adjournments awaiting the appearance of the 2 nd party-Union 
at its sweet will. As the 2 nd party-Union fails to adduce any evidence and he has defaulted in appearance, there is nothing 
before the Tribunal to adjudicate the dispute, which has been referred to. 
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2. It is pertinent to mention here that until adjudication of the dispute referred to by the authority concerned, an 
award cannot be made within the meaning of the award as defined under section 2(b) of the Act. There is also no 
provision in the Act to pass a no-dispute award or nil award in case the disputant fails to make appearance and prosecute 
its claim. In that view of the matter passing of a no-dispute award or nil award for absence of the disputant/parties would 
be a misconception and the above position has been settled by the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa in the case between M/s. 
IDL Chemicals Limited -versus- P.O. Labour Court, Sambalpur reported in 72(1991)CLT 73 and in the decision of the 
Calcutta High Court in the case of B.R. Bermen and Mohatta (India) Pvt. Ltd., -versus- Seventh Industrial Tribunal, 
West Bengal and others (short noted in 1977 Lab. I.C. (NOC) 13 (CAL). It has been also held by the Hon'ble Courts that 
so long as the dispute remains unsettled and the proceeding came to an end without adjudication of the dispute between 
the parties, there is no bar under the Act whereby the Government is precluded from referring the dispute over again so 
that there may be an industrial adjudication as contemplated by the Act. 

3. Having regard to the above facts and circumstances as well as settled principles I am constrained to dismiss the 
case registered on the reference of the dispute without any award and accordingly the reference is disposed of. A copy of 
this order be sent to the Government of India. Ministry of Labour for necessary action at their end. 


Dictated & Corrected by me. 


B. C. RATH. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1835. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Odisha Mining Corporation and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
07.12.2018. 


[No. L-26011/12/2015-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 


Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 23/2015 

L-26011/12/2015 - IR(M), dated 01.06.2015 


Between: 


Date of Passing Order - 17 th October. 2018 


The Regional Manager, 

Odisha Mining Corporation, 

P. O. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar - 758035 


... 1 st Party-Management 
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(And) 

The General Secretary, 

Shramik Surakshya Sangh, 

At./PO. Champua.Dist. Keonjhar-758041 .. .2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances: 

Auth. Representative ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

ORDER 

Authorized representative of the Management is present, whereas none appears on behalf of the 2 nd party-Union 
on repeated calls. It is submitted by the authorized representative of the Management that the Union is not taking any 
step in the proceeding for the last several adjournments and probably the Union has no interest to prosecute the dispute. 
Perused the record. It is seen that after filing of the statements by the parties the 2 nd party-Union is not taking any steps 
for which the proceeding is adjourned without adjudication of the dispute. The reference case cannot be protracted in 
such a manner for a indefinite period by giving mechanical adjournments awaiting the appearance of the 2 nd party-Union 
at its sweet will. As the 2 nd party-Union fails to adduce any evidence and he has defaulted in appearance, there is nothing 
before the Tribunal to adjudicate the dispute, which has been referred to. 

2. It is pertinent to mention here that until adjudication of the dispute referred to by the authority concerned, an 
award cannot be made within the meaning of the award as defined under section 2(b) of the Act. There is also no 
provision in the Act to pass a no-dispute award or nil award in case the disputant fails to make appearance and prosecute 
its claim. In that view of the matter passing of a no-dispute award or nil award for absence of the disputant/parties would 
be a misconception and the above position has been settled by the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa in the case between M/s. 
IDL Chemicals Limited -versus- P.O. Labour Court, Sambalpur reported in 72(1991)CLT 73 and in the decision of the 
Calcutta High Court in the case of B.R. Bermen and Mohatta (India) Pvt. Ltd., -versus- Seventh Industrial Tribunal, 
West Bengal and others (short noted in 1977 Lab. I.C. (NOC) 13 (CAL). It has been also held by the Hon'ble Courts that 
so long as the dispute remains unsettled and the proceeding came to an end without adjudication of the dispute between 
the parties, there is no bar under the Act whereby the Government is precluded from referring the dispute over again so 
that there may be an industrial adjudication as contemplated by the Act. 

3. Having regard to the above facts and circumstances as well as settled principles I am constrained to dismiss the 
case registered on the reference of the dispute without any award and accordingly the reference is disposed of. A copy of 
this order be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour for necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 


B. C. RATH. Presiding Officer 


R-HM/,14 R-HJ-cH, 2018 

W. 1836 — TUllP T srf^f^nr 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STITT 17 +K+R 

P# *hs;Rh TTOg- irrfpr PiPd=: % wsptt % Pi4M+)' sfrr Tp+i-Ci % sEpy t PRs 

f^TF? t Vsfl4 *H+R 3flwfpF 3fPwT TTcf *t>T -4I4M4, '(pFLaT % WfT (Tptf WIT 67 / 2002 ) 
47f WrPFT W# | p- VsO4 fH+K P 07 . 12.2018 TT TTET fpIT 4TI 

[H. tft- 2901 1/8/2002-3Ilf3|R(THT)] 
%. SETT hPpt 

New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1836. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 67/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Essel Mining & Industries Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 07.12.2018. 


[No. L-29011/8/2002 (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 67/2002 
Date of Passing Award - 15 th October. 2018 

Between: 

The Sr. Vice-President, 

Essel Mining & Industries Limited, 

Jilling Langlotta Iron Mines, 

At. Jilling, Po. Jajang, Dist. Keonjhar. ... 1 st Party-Management 


(And) 

The General Secretary, 

Keonjhar Mines & Forest Workers Union, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar. ... 2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances: 

M/s. Sukalyan Pattnaik, Advocate ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

M/s. Subrat Mishra, Advocate ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

AWARD 

The award is directed against the reference made by the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour vide its 
letter No.L-29011/8/2002-IR(M) dated 16.7.2002 exercising its powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (herein-after referred to as “The Act”) and the terms 
of reference runs as follows:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Essesl Mining Industries Ltd., Jilling Langlota Iron Mines, At. 

Jarudo, Po./Dist. Keonjhar by imposing the punishment of discharge from the service to Shri Harinath Ptra, Ex- 

Mining Mate w.e.f. 12.10.1999 for long absence is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the 2 nd party-workman as emerging from his statement of claim is that he was working as a Mate at 
the relevant time in the establishment being appointed as Mate-cum-Blaster on 25.6.1987. On 30.11.1998 he remained 
absent from his work under a circumstance beyond his control since he was detained in jail custody on a false implication 
in a criminal case. A departmental enquiry was initiated by the Management against him for alleging absence from duty 
was unauthorized. But, no notice was served on him for such departmental proceeding. He was neither communicated 
with any charge-sheet nor any intimation in regard to the time and place of holding the enquiry on 20.7.1999. He was 
released on bail by the order of the Hon'ble High Court of Orissa and he did not report to his duty after his release as he 
was suffering from illness as well as mental disturbance due to false implication in crime. On 11.10.1999 he received the 
letter of his discharge from service by virtue of an exparte domestic enquiry. On receiving the said letter he could know 
about the initiation of departmental proceeding and holding of the enquiry exparte due to his non-participation in the 
domestic enquiry for return of notice and intimation issued to him without service on him due to he being in jail custody 
for criminal charges. It is his claim that his absence from duty was not intentional and departmental proceeding was 
conducted without adhering to the principles of natural justice as he was not duly served with any notice on disciplinary 
charges and the enquiry. The departmental proceeding was not conducted fairly and he was not given opportunity to 
defend himself in the proceeding. Hence he has challenged his dismissal as illegal and unjustified and he has claimed for 
his reinstatement with back wages and all other service benefits. 

The 1 st Party-Management has resisted the claim taking a stand that when the disputant workman remained 
absent from his duty without any intimation with effect from 30.11.1998 and his absence continued for a long period, a 
charge-sheet vide N.J.L.I.M/26/99/2000, dated 11.4.1999 was issued to him in his residential and official address by 
Regd. Post with A.D. asking him to report to his duty with immediate effect and written explanation was sought as to 
why disciplinary action shall not be taken against him for his such long unauthorized absence. The said charge-sheet and 
notice was returned un-delivered with postal endorsement that addressee was out of station. It is also claimed by the 
Management that a departmental enquiry was initiated on 9.5.1999 as the disputant workman failed to report to his duty. 
The notice in regard to the departmental proceeding was also returned back without service with an endorsement that 
address is out of station. According to the Management all effort was made to notice the disputant workman to appraise 
him about the initiation of the departmental proceeding. When his attendance could not be secured, the departmental 
proceeding was held exparte. Being found guilty of un-authorized absence for a long period he was discharged from 
service as a punishment for his such misconduct. It is the claim of the Management that the disputant was aware of the 
initiation of departmental proceeding and he did not deliberately join in his duty and he remained absent unauthorizedly 
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as a result of which the departmental proceeding was conducted exparte. Due to his deliberate absence in the 
departmental proceeding he cannot claim that he was not given due opportunity to defend himself in the proceeding or 
the proceeding was conducted unfairly or in violation of the principle of natural justice. Long unauthorized absence from 
duty is a serious misconduct as per the Standing Order of the Management and no illegality or irregularity is committed 
by discharging the disputant for his proved misconduct and unauthorized absence. Thus, the Management has refuted the 
allegation of the disputant workman and claims for rejection of the statement of claim. 

On the aforesaid pleadings of the parties the following issues have been settled for adjudication of the dispute. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2. Whether the enquiry conducted by the Management was fair and proper? 

3. Whether the action of the Management in discharging the workman, Shri Harinath Patra from services as a 
matter of punishment w.e.f. 12.10.1999 was justified, proper and proportionate to the charges? 

4. If not, to what relief the said workman is entitled to? 

The parties have led oral as well as documentary evidence in support of their respective pleadings and claim. The 
workman has examined himself as W.W.-l and filed documents like copy of the appointment letter dated 25.6.1987, 
copy of the experience certificate dated 23.9.1987, copy of regularization letter issued to the workman dated 01.07.1988, 
copy of arrest Memo issued to the workman, copy of the certified copy of orders of JMFC, Barbil, dated 2.12.1998 
regarding production of the workman and his release on bail dated 24.7.1999, copy of the letter dated 5.5.2000 of the 
Union addressed to the Management, copy of letter dated 4.7.2000 addressed to the A.L.C. (C), Rourkela, copy of the 
letter dated 25.11.2000 of the Union addressed to the A.L.C.(C), Rourkela, copy of the letter dated 20.8.2001 of the 
Union to the A.L.C.(C), Rourkela, copy of the certificate of congratulations issued by the Management, copy of the 
certified copy of the acquittal order in respect of the 2 nd party-workman in a criminal case and copy of the Medical 
certificate issued to the workman about his illness from 29.7.1999 to 30.10.1999 which are marked as Ext.-A to Ext.-M, 
whereas the Management has examined two of its employees namely Shri Nityananda Das and Shri Pradeep Kumar 
Pradhan as M.W.-l and M.W.-2 and filed documents like the copy of the letter dated 11.4.1999 to Shri the disputant 
workman, copy of postal cover sent to the disputant workman Rl. No. 5640/AD, dated 12.4.1999, copy of the letter dated 
26.4.1999 to the disputant workman, copy of the postal cover addressed to the disputant workman RL. No. 5671/AD. 
dated 26.4.1999, copy of the letter dated 30.4.1999 to the disputant workman, copy of the postal cover addressed to the 
disputant workman RL. No. 5689,/AD, dated 3.5.1999, copy of the letter dated 9.5.1999 to the disputant workman, copy 
of the postal cover addressed to the disputant workman Rl. No. 5693. Dated 8.5.1999, copy of the proceeding of the 
enquiry, copy of the enquiry report, copy of the standing order of the company, copies of the attendance registers, copy 
of the discharge order dated 11.10.1999, copy of the postal A.D. and copy of the bank draft dated 7.10.1999 for Rs. 
2615/- marked as Ext.-l to Ext.-9/2. 

For the sake of convenience all the issues are taken up simultaneously for consideration. 

As per the pleadings advanced by the parties there is no serious dispute to the fact that the disputant workman remained 
absent from his duty/job from 30.11.1998 to the date till he was served with a letter of his discharge i.e. on 11.10.1999. It 
is also emerging from the statement of claim as well as oral testimony of the workman that he did not send any 
information or letter to his employer seeking permission for his such absence. There is also no material or evidence 
before the Tribunal to suggest that the employer of the disputant was aware of the arrest or remand of the disputant 
workman in judicial custody/jail custody when charge-sheet was issued to him or notice was sent to his residential 
address for holding the departmental enquiry. It is also in evidence as well as in the pleadings of the parties that when the 
disputant was found absent from his duty for a considerable period a charge-sheet was issued to him in his 
home/residential address by regd. post with A.D. Similarly notice/intimation in regard to the initiation of the 
departmental proceeding was also sent to him by regd. post. It is not in dispute that the above letters/intimations were 
returned back without service with a note that addressee was out of station. At the same time it is admitted by the 
disputant workman that he received the letter of discharge pursuant to the findings of the departmental proceeding. There 
is no evidence and pleadings by the workman that he had ever intimated his employer about cause of his absent from 
duty which is usually expected from an employee and required by the service condition/conduct rules. No evidence or 
material is emerging on behalf of the workman to show that he had taken any effort soon-after his discharge from service 
to communicate the Management that he was not duly served with the notice/intimation about the charges and the 
departmental proceeding for which he could not take part in the said departmental proceeding. On the other hand it is 
apparent from the pleadings of the parties and the letter of reference issued by the Central Government that the dispute 
alleging illegal dismissal was raised more than one year after issue of the letter of discharge. 

Keeping in view the above facts and circumstanced emerging from the pleadings and evidence of the parties it has been 
contended on behalf of the Management that the disputant workman had an obligation to inform his employer about his 
absence from duty. The Standing Order mandates that if an employee/workman remains absent continuously for eight 
days from his duty, his services terminates automatically and there is no obligation for the Management to notice or to 
issue show cause to him before dismissing or terminating his services. In the present circumstances the disputant have 
remained absent continuously for a long period and he could not report to his duty even after his release from jail custody 
in the month of July, 1999 and even till his discharge from service on 11.10.1999 pursuant to a departmental proceeding. 
Hence, he cannot claim that the departmental enquiry without proper service of notice/charge-sheet on him was not fair 
or his punishment of discharge from service being found guilty of serious misconduct for his unauthorized absence 
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cannot be held illegal and unjustified. The dispute having been raised two years after the alleged termination of service 
should not be entertained and the claim of the disputant shall be rejected out-rightly. Per contra, it has been argued on 
behalf of the 2 nd party-workman that due notice for the departmental proceeding having not been served on the disputant 
workman it cannot be said that the departmental enquiry was held fairly and properly and in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice. Since the disputant was not given due opportunities to defend himself in the departmental 
proceeding due to non-service of notice, punishment of his discharge for holding him guilty of misconduct is not 
sustainable in the eye of law. 

On the rival submission now it is to be determined if non-service of notice or charge-sheet on the disputant workman has 
caused any prejudice to him so as to hold his discharge from service as illegal and unjustified. Undoubtedly dismissal of 
a workman for his unauthorized absence without initiation of a departmental proceeding has no legal sanctity and such 
dismissal for unauthorized absence is not sustainable in the eye of law as per the settled principles of the Apex Court. 
But, in the case at hand there was a departmental proceeding and it is in evidence that notice was issued to the disputant 
workman in his residential address. The notice of the departmental proceeding could not be served on him as he was in 
jail custody. There is no evidence on the part of the 2 nd party-workman to suggest that the Management was aware of his 
remand in judicial custody. Hence, it cannot be said that the Management has not taken due diligence while issuing 
intimation or notice to the disputant workman for the domestic enquiry. In this case the workman having been in jail 
custody was expected and required to inform his employer about his detention or cause of his non-reporting to duty. But, 
he did not take any effort or step to inform his employer about his detention and seek permission for his absence. Even, it 
is emerging that, he did not care to report to his duty after his release from the judicial custody. No plausible explanation 
or reason is coming-forth from the pleadings and evidence of the workman to establish that there was certain 
circumstances beyond his control to inform his employer and to seek permission for his absence. It is in evidence that he 
received the discharge letter and bank draft towards his untimely discharge from services on 11.10.1999. Had he been 
prejudiced by such action of the Management, he could have appraised the Management immediately about his very 
presence in his residential house as well as his grievance about non-service of notice on him. When the workman himself 
maintained a distance from the Management by failing to inform him about his detention in jail custody as well as his 
subsequent release from custody, he should not be allowed to take a plea that he was not offered due opportunities to 
defend himself in the departmental proceeding for his unauthorized absence for a period of one year. The Management 
having sent the notice/charge-sheet in residential address of the workman can be said to have taken due deligency to 
notice/intimate the workman and it has discharge its obligation of giving sufficient opportunity to the workman to defend 
himself in the departmental enquiry. 

Further, it may be noted that contract of service come an end where the workman abandons his job. Abandonment of 
service has not been defined in the Act. In order to constitute an abandonment there must be a total or complete giving of 
the duties so as to indicate an intention not to resume the same. A failure to perform the duties pertaining to an office, 
must be with actual or imparted intention on the part of the employee/workman to abandon and relinquish the office. 
Such abandonment or relinquishment of service is always a question of intention and can be determined from the facts 
and circumstances of a case. A temporary absence is not usually sufficient to constitute an abandonment. But, the length 
of absence and other surroundings constitutes an inference to that effect can be legitimately drawn and it can be assumed 
that the employee intended to abandon his service. Coming to the present case it is not disputed that the workman 
remained absent for a period of about one year without informing his employer the reasons for his such absence. He did 
not communicate the employer in any manner during his long absence from duty. Even if it is accepted that his detention 
in jail custody was justifiable ground for his absence, abandonment of service on his part cannot out-rightly be rejected in 
this case since had he been interested for the job he should have reported to his duty soon after his release on bail or soon 
after he was served with the letter of discharge. In the facts and circumstances of the case his non-reporting to duty 
cannot be termed as a mere unauthorized absence. Rather, in the above facts and circumstances his absence from duty 
can be presumed as an abandonment of services also. 

Further, it cannot be over-sighted that there was an inordinate delay in raising the dispute. The disputant was allegedly 
discharged from services in October, 1999 whereas, the dispute seems to have been more than one year after the alleged 
discharge. No explanation is coming-forth from the pleadings and evidence of the workman for such inordinate delay in 
raising the dispute. Though there is no specific provision of limitation in the Act for raising an industrial dispute, the fact 
and circumstances of delay in raising the dispute can also be taken into consideration while deciding the merit of a 
dispute. Be that as it may, the workman does not seem to have any explanation for his non-participation in the 
departmental enquiry so also raising the dispute two years after his alleged illegal discharge. 

For the reasons and discussions made above, the action of the Management in imposing the punishment of discharge 
from service to the disputant workman with effect from 5.10.1999 can be said free from latches and loopholes and cannot 
be held illegal and unsustainable. Hence the claim of the 2 nd party-workman is rejected. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 


B. C. RATH. Presiding Officer 
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•rf f'4'41, 14f^TF^T, 2018 
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[4. %^-16025/4/2018-3df3?R(TTTT)] 

%f. %. f%TPT, 3^T eReT 


New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1837. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 02/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 11.12.2018. 


[No. Z-16025/4/2018-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

Misc. Application No.02 of 2005 

U/S. 33A of the I.D. Act, 1947 
(Arising out of Reference No. 92 OF 1980) 

Parties: Shri Arup Samanta and 94 others, 

Sk. Faruk Ahmed, 

Resident of Radha Gobinda Road, 

57, M.H. Khan Road, Banjan Haria, 

Budge Budge, 24 Parganas (South), 

Pin-700137 ...Applicant 

Vs. 


1. General Manager, BPCL, 

Hongkong House, 31, BBD Bag, 

Kolkata-700001. 

2 . The Senior Installation Manager, 

Budge Budge Installation, 

BPCL, P.O. Budge Budge, 

Dist. South 24 Parganas, 

Pin - 700137. .. .Opp. Parties 


Present: lustice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 


Appearance: 


On behalf of the Applicant 
On behalf of the Opp. Partiy 
State: West Bengal. 


: None 

: Mr. Janardan Mondal, Ld. Counsel 
: Industry: Petroleum 

AWARD 


Dated: 30 th November, 2018 


This is an application under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the 
Act) filed by the Applicants alleging violation of their service condition during the pendency of Reference No. 29 of 
2001 then pending before this Tribunal. 

2. When the case is taken up today for hearing, learned counsel for the Opp. Parties is present, but none is 
responding calls for the Applicant, though Applicants had already put in appearance in this case. However, due to gap of 
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two years when this Tribunal was not functioning, an intimation was sent to the Applicants, but it has been returned with 
endorsement that he has left his place of residence. 

3. It is submitted on behalf of the Opposite Parties that Reference No. 29 of 2001 has already been decided by this 
Tribunal, therefore, this application under Section 3A of the Act has become infractuous. An application has also been 
moved and pending regarding maintainability of this application under Section 33A of the Act. 

4. As none is responding calls to press this application under Section 33A of the Act and intimation sent to the 
Applicant has been returned with endorsement left, this Tribunal is left with no option but to dismiss the application 
under Section 33A of the Act in default of the Applicant. 

An Award is passed accordingly. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 30 th November, 2018 

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 


'Tf 14 f^TTRT, 2018 

^T.3ir. 1838.—3^ PR iw? 'iffy ft 4H 1947 (1947 77 14) STITT 17 % 3R7TTT PT 7TTT7T 
Tlmf ^ ttr PiPRsi wMh&r 3wf3ii4)t(H ur sir f trw7 % trr sfhr r# 44+ki % #7 

SEjtST R faff? aJRIPR # Vs04 *K+k afNfrPtr 3rf?RT7 TR sqrr RI4H4, +H + ldl % W (HTR 

HW 12/2016) 477#! 4 HULK 77 07.12.2018 77 TUT fR 471 

[7T. 777-3001 1/50/2015-3lTf3IR(TTTT)] 
ft. %. fRTTH, SRT Tf%7 

New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1838. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Blue Star Ltd. Contractor of IOCL and other and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 07.12.2018. 


[No. L-30011/50/2015-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 12 of 2016 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Haldia Refinery 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Management : Mr. N.K. Mehta, Ld. Counsel with Mr. S. Sharma, learned Counsel 

On behalf of the Workmen : None 

State: West Bengal. Industry: Petroleum. 


Dated: 28 th November, 2018 
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AWARD 

By Order No.L-3001 l/50/2015-IR(M) dated 20.01.2016 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. Blue Star Ltd. contractor of 10 CL, Haldia Refinery, in 

denying the nine points of charter of demand raised by the union legal and/or justified? If not, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?” 

2. After receipt of order of reference, notices were issued to the parties. In compliance to which the union and 
management of Haldia Refinery appeared before this Tribunal, but instead of filing statement of claim the union moved 
an application dated 26.07.2018 to the effect that with the pay revision for the subsequent period, the dispute regarding 
pay revision for the earlier period has become infractuous and there is no justification to continue adjudication of the 
same. Therefore, the General Secretary of the union requested to dispose of the case in the light of above. 

3. Learned counsel appearing for the management of Haldia Refinery has no objection for disposal of the case as 
no dispute exists. 

4. From the perusal of order of reference it transpires that IOCL Thika Mazdoor Union had raised 9 points of 
charter of demand before the management of M/s. Paira Electrical Construction which is a contractor of IOCL, Haldia 
Refinery, but the same was denied by the management resulting in reference of this dispute. As the pay revision has 
already taken place which was one of the points in the charter of demand and no other point has been pressed by the 
union, there exists no dispute for adjudication. 

5. Therefore, the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 28 th November, 2018 


JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 


# R#), 14 R-hesk, 2018 

44. Sir. 1839.— jfklRldi f#E? 1947 (1947 44 14) # HTTT 17 % iEfP^T 4 4#PT *FW 

47# TT*r#.TT7T. 477443T4, TT#TT 3# 3#3##T, P/bltH-fi % ##4 % f#M4?[ # 4# 

+4+l<l % #4 3T#ST FT ## 3#Tf# f#T4 Tf 4WR 3#tf# 3Tf#pnjI # 44 -4I4M4, 4?M+ldl 

% # (#4 4W1 14/2016) WiPtcI 4#t 14T V;# 4R+K # 07.12.2018 44 RTJT ^3JT 4TI 

[TT. pet- 3001 1/51/2015-3TTf3Trr(THT)] 

# %. ft#j, 


New Delhi, the 14 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1839. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 14/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 

M/s. S.B.S. Construction, Contractor of IOCL, Haldia Refinery and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 07.12.2018. 


[No. L-30011/51/2015-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 14 of 2016 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Haldia Refinery 

AND 

Their workmen 


Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Management : Mr. N.K. Mehta, Ld. Counsel with Mr. S. Sharma, learned Counsel. 

On behalf of the Workmen : None 

State: West Bengal. Industry: Petroleum. 

Dated: 28 th November, 2018 

AWARD 


By Order No.L-30011/51/2015-IR(M) dated 20.01.2016 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2 A) of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. S.B.S. Construction, contractor of 10 CL, Haldia Refinery, in 
denying the nine points of charter of demand raised by the union legal and/or justified? If not, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?” 


2. After receipt of order of reference, notices were issued to the parties. In compliance to which the union and 
management of Haldia Refinery appeared before this Tribunal, but instead of filing statement of claim the union moved 
an application dated 26.07.2018 to the effect that with the pay revision for the subsequent period, the dispute regarding 
pay revision for the earlier period has become infractuous and there is no justification to continue adjudication of the 
same. Therefore, the General Secretary of the union requested to dispose of the case in the light of above. 

3. Learned counsel appearing for the management of Haldia Refinery has no objection for disposal of the case as 
no dispute exists. 

4. From the perusal of order of reference it transpires that IOCL Thika Mazdoor Union had raised 9 points of 
charter of demand before the management of M/s. Paira Electrical Construction which is a contractor of IOCL, Haldia 
Refinery, but the same was denied by the management resulting in reference of this dispute. As the pay revision has 
already taken place which was one of the points in the charter of demand and no other point has been pressed by the 
union, there exists no dispute for adjudication. 

5. Therefore, the reference is disposed of accordingly. 


Dated, Kolkata, 

The 28 th November, 2018 

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 


Wi ftcvfl, 17 f^7F47, 2018 

44.31T. 1840-4^41^ 7F34 ffpTT 3lRrRm 1948 (1948 ^UT 34) tA 4RI-1 4?1 tjq fcTRT ( 3 ) 1371 4477T id Rid if! 
44 JRfpT Wl fq, cji^jii TOR Td4siKI 1 7144^, 2019 4T1 1371 711^74 4> 774 f^ETTf 4>7cfr t, f^TWl 1344 
3lRrRm 4> 3R414-4 (44 4 45 &T17I 4? f7T4T4 7fl q^el if! qcfaT Fl t) 3R414-5 3JT7 6 (H17I-76 4?j 134 £I17I-(l) 
3Jk 4171—77, 78, 79 31^7 81 4? ftl414 141 q^/l fl JTfaT 4?1 14T t) 13444 RlRl4>H 7174 4> q^l q> 3 tRrjRtcT 
SDlt 4> 3TeTT4T RthRhRsIcI sf^\ 3 JTfaT 3T2jfcT:- 

“RlRhbH 7174 qj rjc[f R)RH>h 44 qfMt RlRl4>H f^Teff 4> 74?! «Nf 

[7T. 471-38013/07/2018-47T.47T-I] 

71414 4447 f%, 3147 71^4 
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New Delhi, the 17 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1840.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-Section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints the 1 st January, 2019 as the date on which the 
provisions of Chapter IV (except Section 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and Chapter-V and VI 
(except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Section 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought into force) of the said 
Act shall come into force in the following areas of State of Sikkim excluding the areas already notified) namely:- 

“All the areas of the District of EAST SIKKIM & SOUTH SIKKIM, in the state of Sikkim. 


[No. S-38013/07/2018-SS.I] 


S. K. SINGH. Under Secy. 

4lf 17 f^7E47, 2018 

47T.3TT. 1841.—Tfpforft 7E54 fl4T 3Tfa/)44 1948 (1948 47T 34) 4?1 ETT7T—1 4?f tjq £TT7T ( 3 ) gTTT 44oT 
HI Rid 4) 47T TEJET 477/ 55 , TOiR TtKsiKI 1 «Hc|Z, 2019 471 47T cTT/tsI 4 ) VET 3 R)4cT 477tfl t, f/T7T47) 

444 4 ) 3THTFT-4 (44 4 45 UT7T 4> f/l4T4 VT) 4^41 /) TfoT Fl ^4?1 t) 3TKTT4-5 3Tf7 6 (HT7T-76 4?f 44 

HTTT-(l) 3Tk HT7T-77, 78, 79 3Tf7 81 4 ) f/l4T4 VT) 9?V) ^) TfoT 4?1 VTT t) 4 ) 444S4 3Tl)%4T 7TV4 4 ) R/4R/f7sr7T 
£4) Tf Ufa! EE), STartcT 


VE 74 

f«raT 

s)vt 

3i)f%n 


447457 4) 4479lfeT47T 7f)4T3T) if HIlRfel TP-D 
SET pcf 44/457 4> cl^v/lcH if 7141^144,7 P4 
477 jf?) 44T 4414Tfe 4 > cT^/DcT if R^TeFJET 4 ) 
714T74 4T4 


New Delhi, the 17 th December, 2018 


[7T. tJVT-38013/10/2018-pVT.pVT-I] 
77TT4 47417 fvTg', 3147 7 tR)4 


S.O. 1841.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-Section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints the 1 st January, 2019 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Section 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and Chapter-V and 
VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Section 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought into force) of the 
said Act shall come into force in the following area of the State of Odisha namely:- 


State 

DISTRICT 

Area 

Odisha 

NABARANGPUR 

All the areas comprising of the Municipal limits of Nabarangpur, 
Revenue villages of Sadasibpur and Kusumi in the Tahasil of 
Nabarangpur and Padalguda in the Tahasil of Nabarangpur 


[No. S-38013/10/2018-SS-I] 
S.K. SINGH, Under Secy. 


4lf fteef), 19 R)7447, 2018 

47T.3Tr.1842.-3lk)Rl4> ft4T4 3lR)R)44, 1947 (1947 47T 14) 4?f HT7T 17 4) 3EJ7TVT 3 4)-sRl4 7T747T7 Wb)) 
44444 4) VT4Ts[ PliilvrlcDt 3Tl7 444> 47/447) 4> #4 31344 / R)Rtd 3lk)Rl4> fEf4T4 if 4)-sT|i| 7T747T7 3fl/lR|cb 
3Tf?)477H 4. 1 f/eef) 4) /cTT4 (VT4^ 7T7ETT 334/2011) 4)) 444f%4 477cTl t, VT) 4>^)i| 7T747T7 47) 

19.12.2018 45) 4T4 K3TT 2TT I 


[VT. TeT—41012/47/2011—3T1^3TR (fl-l)] 
4). P7T. fsTET, 3EJ4FT 3Tft)47rff 
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New Delhi, the 19 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1842. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 334/2011) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.l, 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 19.12.2018. 

[No. L-41012/47/2011- IR(B-l)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 


ID No. 334/2011 


Shri Ram Juari, 

S/o. Shri Balwant Ram, 

20 Block-J, Jhuggis, RPF Line Daya Basti, 

Delhi. ...Workman 


Versus 


The Management of 
Northern Railways, 

Through its General Manager, 

Baroda House, Northern Railways, 

Baroda House, 

New Delhi .. .Management 


AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made by the appropriate Governmetn vide its letter 
No. L-41012/47/2011-IR(B-l) dated 21.10.2011 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Northern Railway, Sarai rohilla. New Delhi in terminating the 
services of Shri Ram Juari from December, 2009 is legal and justified ? To what relief the workman is 
entitled?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the workman/claimant Ram Juari filed his statement of claim, with the 
averments that he was engaged as Safai Karamchari initially by Section Engineer, Sarai Rohilla, Delhi in 1999 and had 
worked under the supervisions of PWI from time to time . He had discharged his duties for cleaning rail lines regularly 
till December, 2009 without any break and was paid wages @ Rs.125 per day. The workman was not given any 
appointment letter and on demand he was assured that appointment letter & other facilities would be given but to no avail 
and his services were illegally terminated in December, 2009 without any notice or notice pay. However, a certificate of 
working dated 9/2/2001 was given by the Officer of the Management. The Management had not issued any notice prior 
to terminating his services. He got sent a demand/legal notice dated 28/1/2010 but no reply/response received from the 
Management. It is alleged that the workman is jobless since the date of termination of his services despite best efforts for 
alternative employment . Prayer has been made for reinstatement of the workman into service with full back wages and 
continuity of services with all consequential benefits. 

3. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management who filed written statement and took preliminary 
objections inter alia that there exists no relationship of Management and workmen between the partiers inasmuch as the 
workman concerned was engaged for performing miscellaneous work as per requirement on daily rate basis and 
whenever the requirement arose and the workman never worked with the Management regularly on regular basis and as 
such the present claim is not maintainable. The workman is not entitled to the benefit of Section 25-F of the Act It is 
admitted that the workman was paid Rs.125 per day when his services were engaged by the Management. It is alleged 
that since the workman was not employed by the Management, question of terminating his services in December, 2009 
did not arise. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

4. Perusal of the record shows that vide order dated 25/5/2012 my learned Predecessor observed that no other issue 
than those referred for adjudication is made out on the pleadings of the parties and the parties were called to lead their 
respective evidence. 
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5. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/24. He also examined three other witnesses namely WW2 Shri Banarsi; WW3 
Shri Umesh Prasad and WW4 Shri Satyavir Singh Yadav. 

6. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Shri G.K Salli, Section 
Incharge, SSE (PW) Delhi Saria Rohilla as MW1. He tendered his affidavit Ex.MWl/A in evidence and relied on the 
documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/266 (though mentioned as Ex. WW1/1 to Ex.WWl/266). 

7. I have heard Shri Umesh Singh, A/R for the claimant and Shri Vasudev Mehto, A/R for the Management and 
have gone though the records carefully. 

8. Ld. AR appearing on behalf of the Management strongly contended that there is no relationship of employer and 
employee between the Management & claimant, nor the claimant has completed 240 days of service in a calendar year, 
preceding to his alleged termination. As such, provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are not applicable to the case in 
hand. It was also contended that onus is also upon the claimant to prove that he was in the regular employment of the 
Management and has completed more than 240 days in a calendar year. 

9. Per contra, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Claimant submitted that the claimant was in service of the 
Management from 1999 till December, 2009 when his services were illegally terminated by the Management, despite the 
fact that the job which the claimant was performing was of regular and permanent nature. 

10. This Tribunal has to consider the oral as well as documentary evidence adduced on record so as to decide the 
question of relationship of employer and employee between the Management and the claimant herein. In this respect, it 
is appropriate to refer to the affidavit ExWWl/A of the claimant. It is clear from the perusal of the affidavit Ex.WWl/A 
that it is in consonance with the pleadings i.e. statement of claim filed by the claimant. The claimant has been cross 
examined and in his cross examination, he has specifically deposed that he was engaged as a Safai Karamchari by Site 
Incharge of Sarai Rohilla Station, Delhi and denied the suggestion that he was working as part time Safai Karamchari. 
As a proof of his engagement, he produced certificate Ex.WWl/16. 

11. WW2 Shri Banarsi who was working as Mate at Patel Nagar Railway Station of Northern Railways and retired 
in the year 2001 deposed that the claimant was working as Safai Karamchari at Patel Nagar Railway Station till the date 
of his retirement and his attendance used to be marked by the Officers in the note book kept by the claimant. In cross 
examination he deposed that as and when Officer used to ask him to get the premises swept/cleaned, he used to take 
services of the claimant who was engaged as a casual labour. To the same effect is the testimony of WW3 Shri Umesh 
Prasad who served as a mate with Northern Railways during the year 2007 to 2012. He also clarified that Shri Supriya 
Majumdar -Officer of the Railways used to make payment to the claimant for the work performed by him. In cross 
examination he clarified that the claimant used to report for duty at 8 am and used to leave at about 1 pm and sometimes 
they used to take regular work from the claimant for whole of the month and sometimes break used to be given in his 
services. 

12. WW3 Satvir Singh Yadav, Senior Clerk posted in the Senior Section Engineer (PW) at Sarai Rohilla Station 
also deposed that the Ram Juari was engaged as a daily wage Safai Karamchari at Patel Nagar Railway Station and he 
produced vouchers of payment made to the claimant as Ex.WW4/l to Ex.WW2/262. 

13. MW1 Shri G.K. Salli testified in his affidavit Ex.MWl/A that the workman/claimant was engaged by the 
Management for performing misc. work as per requirement on daily rate basis. He was engaged from time to time on 
daily basis for removing night soil before commencement of gangs work for two or three hours in the morning. 
According to him, the workman had not completed 240 days continuous service every year since 1999 till his alleged 
termination in December, 2009 . 

14. From the evidence adduced on record it is evident that the workman/claimant was admittedly engaged by the 
Management as Safai Karamchari - may be on daily wage/temporary basis and he worked under the Management from 
1999 to December, 2009. Needless to mention that casual/part time workers do come within the purview of definition of 
workman as provided under Section 2(S) of the Act. In this regard, reference can be made to the decision in the case of 
Devinder Singh Vs. Municipal Council, Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme Courtt 2532, wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court while 
interpreting the provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals with the definition of “workman” has observed as 
under 


“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of 
service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode of payment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a 
person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not 
make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There 
is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on 
regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, 
part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a 
workman.” 

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or contract 
basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a person 
would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. 

15. It is fairly settled that when relationship of employer-employee stands proved between the parties, then onus 
will shift upon the employer/management to show that the claimant has not worked for 240 days or more in a calendar 
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year. The management has not produced on record any documentary evidence to rebut the version of the claimant that 
he continuously worked in the Management from 1999 to December, 2009 when his services were illegally terminated. 

16. As discussed above, in the case in hand engagement of the claimant on temporary/casual basis, for doing 
intermittent nature of work of cleaning the railway lines and he was being paid @ Rs.125/- per day, is duly admitted by 
the Management in its written statement as well as evidence. The Management has not filed any document in the form of 
abstract of attendance of claimant or other such workers so as to show that claimant has not completed 240 days in a 
calendar year. 

17. As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of Employer-employee between 
the Management and the claimant herein. 

18. The version of the claimant that he has been retrenched/terminated from service from December, 2009 without 
issuance of any notice and without payment of compensation in lieu of notice period has gone unchallenged Even MW 1 
Shri GK. Salli -witness of the Management admitted that no notice was served upon the claimant, as he was not a regular 
daily wager. There is long line of decisions of Hon'ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render whole action of the Management Bank to be illegal and wrong under 
the law. 

19. The claimant has categorically deposed that since the date of his termination, he could not get any 
employment despite his best efforts for alternative employment. The Management has not adduced any evidence to show 
that the claimant is gainfully employed somewhere else or that the workman is in a position to make his both ends meet 
by doing any work. Even if it is assumed that the workmen is doing some intermittent or adhoc work to make his both 
ends meet, that would not itself amount to gainful employment. In the circumstances, it is held that action of the 
Management in terminating the service of the workman/claimant from December, 2009 is totally illegal, unjust and in 
violation of Section 25-F of the Act. 

20. Now the residual question is whether workman is entitled to be reinstated with full back wages. It depends on 
number of factors - whether workman was regular, temporary or daily wager; he was recruited in proper manner or 
whether his work is of regular and temporary nature; length of service or delay in approaching the Tribunal and whether 
termination is in gross violation of provisions of the Act. 

21. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundii Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya" 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages is the normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

22. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharing Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

23. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
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deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the employer is found to be totally, in that eventuality the workman is 
required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the removal of an order 
terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the workmen alongwith 
payment of back wages. 

24. Hon'ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 2005 
SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the like 
should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the important 
factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had rendered 
with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this age 
and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a colander year.” 


25. Their Lordships of Hon'ble Supreme Court in (2015) 9 SCC 345, titled as Raj Kumar Dixit Vs. Vijav Kumar 
Gauri Shanker . on the question of reinstatement of workman after his retrenchment is declared void ab initio have held 
as under 

20. The High Court has exceeded in its jurisdiction in setting aside the Award passed by the Labour Court in 
awarding reinstatement of the Appellate-workman in his post alongwith 50% back wages, which is erroneous in 
law as the High Court has not noticed the fact that the appropriate Government has referred the dispute to the 
Labour Court for its adjudication on the points of dispute referred to it. Since, there was non-compliance of the 
mandatory requirements as provided under the provisions of the Act by the Respondent-firm at the time of 
passing an order of termination against the Appellant-workman, therefore, the same has been held to be bad in 
law and as such it should have awarded full back wages to the workman from the date of termination till the date 
of passing the Award unless the employer proves that the workman was gainfully employed during the aforesaid 
period which fact is neither pleaded nor proved before the Labour Court. 

21. Therefore, the impugned judgement of the High Court is bad in law as the normal rule to be followed by the 
Respondent-firm with regard to the termination of the services of the workman has not been done in the present 
case and further, the High Court has once again exceeded in its supervisory jurisdiction in exercise of its judicial 
review power under Article 227 of the Constitution of India by setting aside the Award of reinstatement with 
50% back wages passed by the Labour Court and has instead awarded Rs.2 lakhs as compensation to the 
Appellate -workman, which is contrary to the law laid down by this Court. The High Court cannot exercise its 
supervisory jurisdiction and act as either original court or appellate court to set aside the finding of fact recorded 
o the points of dispute referred to the Labour Court on proper appreciation of pleadings and evidence on record 
in favour of the workman as has been done in the instant case. The Award of compensation of Rs.2 lakhs 
awarded in place of reinstatement with 50% back wages as awarded by the Labour Court, has been modified by 
the High Court without assigning any cogent and valid reason which is not only erroneous in law but suffers 
from error in law as well, as the same is contrary to the catena of decisions of this Court. On this ground itself, 
the impugned judgement of the High Court is liable to be set aisde and we pass an order to restore the Award 
passed by the Labour Court." 

26. Their Lordships of Hon’ble Supreme Court in (2016) 6 SCC 541, titled as Raj Kumar Ys. Director of 
Education and others , have ordered for the reinstatement of the petitioner with full back wages, where retrenchment of 
the service of the workman was in violation of Section 25(f)(a), (b) & (c) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

27. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal, particularly when the claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since 
after his termination by the Management. Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 07.12.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 19 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1843. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 40/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 19.12.2018. 

[No. L-12025/01/2018- IR(B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 40/2013 


BETWEEN : 

Sri Ravi Kumar S/o Sri Jawahar Lai 
Village - Chak Jalal, PO - Malwa Kurdh 
Allahabad-211019 

AND 

1. General Manager 

Northern Railway, Baroda House 
New Delhi 110001. 

2. Divisional Rail Manager 
Northern Railway, Hazratganj 
Lucknow 226001. 

3. M/s. Shahid Faizan Ahmad & Brothers 

654, Begum Ka Makbara, Faizabad (UP) 224001 

AWARD 

1. The present industrial dispute has been filed by the workman, under provisions contained in the Section 2A (2) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for alleged termination of the services of the workman by the management of 
Northern Railway & others, for adjudication before this Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour Court, 
Lucknow. 

2. The case of the workman, Ravi Kumar, in brief, is that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite party 
No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 01.04.2009 to 27.11.2011 continuously when 
his services have been terminated without any notice. It is submitted by the workman that the opposite party No. 02 has 
kept opposite party No. 03 to escape from the responsibilities and labour laws though he performed duties of opposite 
party No. 2 under its directions. He also submitted that he was issued a gate pass by the opposite party No. 03, under 
directions of the opposite party No. 02, which used to be taken back at the end of the year. The workman has stated that 
he after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service benefits under service Rules. 
Accordingly, the workman has prayed for reinstatement with full back wages with continuity in service. 
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3. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written statement; wherein it 
has mentioned that the workman had never been engaged/appointed by the opposite party No. 01 & 02; moreover the 
railway management entered into an agreement with the opposite party No. 03 for executing the day to day casual work 
at railway stations; and accordingly, the railway administration is not liable for any claim made by the workman as the 
railway administration neither engaged the workman nor did it terminate him; and also that it did not make any violation 
of any labour law or engaged in any kind of unfair labour practice; hence it has been prayed by the opposite party 
No. 1 & 2 that the claim of the workman be rejected without any relief to him being devoid of merit. 

4. The opposite party No. 03 has also disputed the claim of the workman with submission that neither any post of 
Box Porter was ever vacant nor the opposite party No. 3 ever received work order or Form-V from railway 
administration nor the workman was ever appointed with the opposite party No. 1, 2 & 3 on the post of Box Porter; hence 
there is no question of his termination. It has submitted that the workman was never issued any gate pass by the opposite 
party No. 3 and various benefits such as salary, weekly holiday. Provident Fund and medical facilities are available to the 
regularly appointed employee who are appointed after adopting due procedure; and the workman is not entitled for the 
same as there was no violation to the provisions of I.D. Act, 1947. Accordingly, the opposite party No. 03 has prayed 
that the claim of the workman be rejected. 

5. The workman has filed its rejoinder wherein he has denied the counter allegations of the opposite parties 
reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim. 

6. The opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing of its written statement. 

7. The workman and opposite party No. 01 & 02 filed photocopies of documents in support of their cases. The 
workman examined himself; whereas the opposite party No. 01 & 02 examined Shri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), 
Northern Railway, Lucknow in support of their respective stands. The parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses of each other apart from forwarding oral arguments. 

8. Heard the authorized representatives of the parties and perused entire evidence available on record. 

9. The authorized representative of the workman has argued that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite 
party No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 01.04.2009 to 27.11.2011 continuously 
when his services have been terminated without any notice or notice pay or assigning any reason thereof in contravention 
to the provisions of Section 25 F of the I.D. Act, 1947. The learned authorizes representative of the workman has also 
asserted that the workman after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service 
benefits under service Rules. He has relied upon. 

(i) The Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 
1998. 

(ii) Judgment dated 27.01.1999 of Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in Sheikh Jahangir AH & others vs 
Calcutta Port Trust & others. 

(iii) (2006) 12 SCC 380 District Rehabilitation Officer & others vs Jay Kishore Maity & others. 

(iv) (2003)11 SCC 590 A.I. Railway Parcel & Goods Porters’ Union vs Union of India & others. 

10. In rebuttal, the opposite party No. 01 & 02’s representative has contended that the workman is contractor’s 
employee as the opposite party has undergone a contract with the M/s Industrial Security Services for supply of security 
personnel; and accordingly the workman was one of the security guards provided by M/s Industrial Security Services and 
the said contractor/agency was duly paid for it, which in turn paid salary to the workman. It has been urged that the 
management of opposite party No. 01 neither appointed the workman nor terminated his services; rather his employment 
was regulated by M/s Industrial Security Services and the same came to an end with the end of contract with the agency; 
hence there was no violation of provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He has relied upon: 

(i) 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. The Chief General 

Manager, BSNL 

(II) 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli vs Mohan La! Prajapati 

11. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival contentions of the parties and perused entire 
evidence available on file. 

12. The workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed by the opposite party No. 2 on the clear 
vacancy of Box Porter and the management of railways engaged the opposite party No. 3 in order to deprive the 
workman of his legitimate rights. It has also been contended by the workman that keeping in view the long and 
continuous service with the opposite party No. 1 & 02 he was entitled for grant of temporary status and other 
consequential benefits admissible to the employees with temporary status under Railway Establishment Rules; but on the 
contrary the management of Railways has acted in utter disregard to the norms and has terminated his services without 
any reason or rhyme or any notice or any notice pay in lieu thereof, which is voilative of the provisions of the 
Section 25 F of the ID Act, 1947. It is also the case of the workman that keeping in view the pronouncement of the 
Hon'ble Apex Court regarding regularization/absorption of Box Porters with railway administration, he was also entitled 
for regularization/absorption into the services of the Railways. The workman has filed photocopy of gate pass/identity 
card, purported to be issued by opposite party No. 3. 
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13. Per contra, the opposite party No.l & 2 has come forward with a clear cut case that the management of railways 
neither appointed the workman in any capacity nor there arises any question of his termination or violation of any of the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is the case of the management of railways that the management of 
railways entered into an agreement with M/s Shahid FAizan Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of driver line boxed 
from Charbagh & Alamnagar station and accordingly, the workman’s services were availed by the said 
contractor/opposite party No. 3 by engaging him; and was paid accordingly. Thus, there was no direct employer- 
employee relationship between the management of railways and the workman, therefore, the management of railways is 
not liable to the workman in any way as claimed before this Tribunal. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has filed 
photocopy of the contract dated 22.01.2009 entered between the railway administration and the opposite party No. 3. 

14. Moreover, the opposite party No. 03 has also rebutted the claim of the workman with submissions that the 
workman had never been appointed by any of the opposite parties and he was not entitled for any of the benefits as 
claimed by him as they were admissible to the regularly appointed employees of the railways. It also mentioned that 
there was no vacancy of the Box Porter nor any such post was advertised by the railways or any recruitment was done in 
pursuance thereof. However, the opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing its written statement. But its absence 
does not automatically create any legal rights in favour of the petitioner workman. 

15. Having gone through the respective pleading of the parties and entire documentary evidence available on record 
it comes out that the railway administration entered into a contract with the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s. Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s to carry out the working according to the specification provided in the contract for a period or two 
years only; and in consequence thereto; workman had been engaged by the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s. Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of Driver line boxes from Charbagh & Alam Nagar station railway platform. 

The workman has filed affidavit in support; but did not turn for cross-examination inspite of several 
opportunities, resulting into closing of his opportunity to get cross-examined vide order dated 27.06.2016. 

On contrary, the management of the railway has examined Sri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), who stated in his 
cross-examination that contractor is being allotted ‘work order’, which is for a specific time period; however the time 
period keeps on changing with reference to the condition and this may be for 6 months, some time for 01 year and 
sometimes it may be for 02 years also, depending on the nature of the work. He stated that Indian Railway does not have 
direct relation with any Box Porter and the contractor is fully responsible for quality of work. He further stated that the 
contractor is directly related with the workman and Railways has no role in the appointment of Box Porter by the 
contractor; nor does the railway issues any identity card to any of the Box Porter engaged by the contractor. The 
management witness specially stated that since the contract used to be time bound, therefore, on its expiry, the contract is 
issued again; hence there is no relation with the railways regarding regularization. 

16. During course of the oral submissions the learned authorized representative of the workman has stressed over 
the order of Hon’ble Apex Court's Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon'ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) 
No. 433 of 1998 and has submitted that the case of the workman is covered with the said order of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court and since the railway management has given appointment/regularized other box porters in light of above order 
dated 15.02.2013 of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, therefore the workman is also entitled for regularization accordingly. 
The learned authorized representative of the management of railway has vehemently opposed the same. Having taken 
into account the contentions of the rival parties and perusal of the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex 
Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 1998 and various letters filed by the workman, obtained through Right to 
Information Act, 2005, it appears that the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition 
(Civil) No. 433 of 1998 was in personam and not in rem, therefore, the directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court shall 
apply to the workmen who approached the Hon’ble Supreme Court; and since the workman never approached the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court, therefore, the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon'ble Apex Court in Writ Petition 
(Civil) No. 433 of 1998 is of no use for him. 

Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. 
The Chief General Manager, BSNL has held that admission of the workmen that they were working under their 
respective contractor, is sufficient to establish that they were having no employer-employee relationship with BSNL 
management; hence, the workmen are not entitled to seek any relief from BSNL management. Hon’ble High Court has 
observed as under: 

“The ratio of the Division Bench in the case of the Binoy Bhushan Chakraborty (supra) is that when a 
workman is engaged by a contractor to carry out some work at any establishment of BSNL, if such workman 
is retrenched by the contractor while working under him, BSNL cannot be regarded as employer of such 
workman with the meaning of “employer” as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act nor such workman can 
be held to be a “workman” under BSNL within the meaning of the said term, as defined under the said Act 
and such workman cannot claim to be absorbed in the service of BSNL.” 
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Hon’ble Allahabd High Court in 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli vs Mohan Lai 
Prajapati has observed as under: 

“Since, prima facie there was no employment of the respondent with the petitioner there could not have been 
any termination. I am therefore, of the definite opinion that the Labour Court decided the dispute 
erroneously. It had no jurisdiction to decide the matter. In fact, when the workman was not at all a workman 
as had been stated by the petitioner and as was also clear from the averment made in paragraph-10 of the 
counter affidavit the respondent/workman who had been engaged by a contractor had the remedy to file a 
claim under the Contract Labourer (Regulation and Abolition) Contract Rules, 1971 (hereinafter called the 
1971 Rules)’’ 

17. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of order, the burden lies upon him to prove 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present 
case burden was on the workman to set out the grounds to challenge the validity of the termination and to prove that the 
alleged termination by railways. It was the case of the workman that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter 
under the opposite party No. 02 and had worked continuously w.e.f. 01.04.2011 to 27.11.2011, when his services have 
been terminated without any notice by the railways. This claim has been denied by the railway management; therefore, it 
was for the workman to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked continuously for the claimed duration before 
his alleged termination. In (2002) 3 SCC 25 Range Forest Officer vs S.T. Hadimani Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as 
under: 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was then 
for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding his 
termination. Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as 
sufficient evidence for any court or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked 
for 240 days or order or record of appointment or engagement for that period was produced by the workman. 
On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set aside. ” 

18. Analyzing its earlier decisions on the aforesaid point Hon’ble Apex Court has observed in 2006 (108) FLR R.M. 
Yellatti & Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow: 

“It is clear that the provisions of the evidence Act in terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, applying general principles and on reading the aforestated 
judgments we find that this Court has repeatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is on the claimant to 
show that he had worked 240 days in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon the workman 
stepping in the witness box. This burden is discharged upon the workman adducing cogent evidence, both 
oral and documentary. In cases of termination of services of daily wages earner, there will be no letter of 
appointment or termination. There will also be no receipt or proof of payment. Thus, in most cases, the 
workman (claimant) can only call upon the employer to produce before the Court the nominal muster roll for 
the given period, the letter of appointment or termination, if any, the wage register, the attendance register 
etc. Drawing of adverse inference ultimately would depend thereafter on facts of each case. The above 
decisions however make it clear that mere affidavits or self serving statements made by the 
claimant/workman will not suffice in the matter of discharge of the burden placed by law on the workman to 
prove that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. The above judgments further lay down that mere non 
production of muster rolls per se without any plea of suppression by the claimant workman will not be the 
ground for the tribunal to draw an adverse inference against the management.” 

In the present case the workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter 
under the opposite party No. 02 and thus, worked continuously w.e.f. 01.04.2009 to 27.11.2011, but has not produced 
any document neither original nor photocopy in support of his pleadings . The burden was on the workman to show by 
the way of cogent evidence that there was employee-employer relationship; and he actually worked for claimed duration; 
but he failed to do so as he could not bring this fact on record. In view of denial of the management regarding his claim, 
the workman has nothing to support his version, except photo copy of the so called identity card, purported to be issued 
by the opposite party No. 03 i.e. the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s. Further, the opposite party 
No. 03, the contractor has also refuted the claim of the workman regarding his appointment with the railways. Hence, the 
workman could not establish that there was any employee and employer relationship between him and the opposite party 
No. 01 & 02 i.e railways. 

19. On the other hand the management of the railways has well proved its case by filing copy of the contract with 
the M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s for supply of labourers for transportation of Driver line boxes at railway 
platform. 

Mere pleadings are no substitute for proof. Initial burden of establishing the fact of continuous work on the date 
of alleged termination was on the workman but he failed to discharge the above burden. There is no reliable material for 
recording findings that the workman had been appointed by the railway administration on the post of Box Porter or he 
worked continuously with the opposite party No. 01 & 02; and the alleged unjust or illegal order of termination was 
passed by the management of opposite party No. 01 & 02 or any provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 had been 
violated by them. 
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20. Thus, in view of the facts and circumstances of the case and discussions made herein above I am of considered 
opinion that the workman could not be able to prove through cogent evidence that there was a relationship of employee 
and employer between him and the opposite party No. 01 & 02; rather from the evidence adduced it is established that he 
was and an employee of the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s, therefore, the workman can not be 
granted the relief of reinstatement or any other relief sought by the workman against the opposite party No. 01 & 02. 

21. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW. 

03 rd December, 2018 

RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 19 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1844. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 54/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 19.12.2018. 

[No. L-12025/01/2018-IR(B-1)] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT LUCKNOW 


PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 54/2012 


BETWEEN : 

Mo. Naushad S/o Sri Mushahib 
Lalbagh, Khandari 
Bazar Mushraa Khan ka Hata 
119/114, Lucknow 

AND 


1. General Manager 

Northern Railway, Baroda House 
New Delhi 

2. Divisional Rail Manager 
Northern Railway, Hazratganj 
Lucknow 

3. M/s. Shahid Faizan Ahmad & Brothers 
654, Begum Ka Makbara, Faizabad (UP) 
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AWARD 

1. The present industrial dispute has been filed by the workman, under provisions contained in the Section 2A (2) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for alleged termination of the services of the workman by the management of 
Northern Railway & others, for adjudication before this Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow. 

2. The case of the workman. Mo. Naushad, in brief, is that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite party 
No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 01.09.2003 to 25.04.2009 continuously when 
his services have been terminated without any notice. It is submitted by the workman that the opposite party No. 02 has 
kept opposite party No. 03 to escape from the responsibilities and labour laws though he performed duties of opposite 
party No. 2 under its directions. He also submitted that he was issued a gate pass by the opposite party No. 03, under 
directions of the opposite party No. 02, which used to be taken back at the end of the year. The workman has stated that 
he after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service benefits under service Rules. 
Accordingly, the workman has prayed for reinstatement with full back wages with continuity in service. 

3. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written statement; wherein it 
has mentioned that the workman had never been engaged/appointed by the opposite party No. 01 & 02; moreover the 
railway management entered into an agreement with the opposite party No. 03 for executing the day to day casual work 
at railway stations; and accordingly, the railway administration is not liable for any claim made by the workman as the 
railway administration neither engaged the workman nor did it terminate him; and also that it did not make any violation 
of any labour law or engaged in any kind of unfair labour practice; hence it has been prayed by the opposite party No. 1 
& 2 that the claim of the workman be rejected without any relief to him being devoid of merit. 

4. The opposite party No. 03 has also disputed the claim of the workman with submission that neither any post of 
Box Porter was ever vacant nor the opposite party No. 3 ever received work order or Form-V from railway 
administration nor the workman was ever appointed with the opposite party No. 1, 2 & 3 on the post of Box Porter; hence 
there is no question of his termination. It has submitted that the workman was never issued any gate pass by the opposite 
party No. 3 and various benefits such as salary, weekly holiday. Provident Fund and medical facilities are available to the 
regularly appointed employee who are appointed after adopting due procedure; and the workman is not entitled for the 
same as there was no violation to the provisions of I.D. Act, 1947. Accordingly, the opposite party No. 03 has prayed 
that the claim of the workman be rejected. 

5. The workman has filed its rejoinder wherein he has denied the counter allegations of the opposite parties 
reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim. 

6. The opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing of its written statement. 

7. The workman and opposite party No. 01 & 02 filed photocopies of documents in support of their cases. The 
workman examined himself; whereas the opposite party No. 01 & 02 examined Shri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), 
Northern Railway, Lucknow in support of their respective stands. The parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses of each other apart from forwarding oral arguments. 

8. Heard the authorized representatives of the parties and perused entire evidence available on record. 

9. The authorized representative of the workman has argued that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite 
party No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 01.09.2003 to 25.04.2009 continuously 
when his services have been terminated without any notice or notice pay or assigning any reason thereof in contravention 
to the provisions of Section 25 F of the I.D. Act, 1947. The learned authorizes representative of the workman has also 
asserted that the workman after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service 
benefits under service Rules. He has relied upon 

(i) The Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 
1998 

(ii) Judgment dated 27.01.1999 of Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in Sheikh Jahangir Ali & others vs 
Calcutta Port Trust & others. 

(Hi) (2006) 12 SCC 380 District Rehabilitation Officer & others vs Jay Kishore Maity & others. 

(iv) (2003)11 SCC 590 A.I. Railway Parcel & Goods Porters' Union vs Union of India & others. 

10. In rebuttal, the opposite party No. 01 & 02’s representative has contended that the workman is contractor’s 
employee as the opposite party has undergone a contract with the M/s Industrial Security Services for supply of security 
personnel; and accordingly the workman was one of the security guards provided by M/s Industrial Security Services and 
the said contractor/agency was duly paid for it, which in turn paid salary to the workman. It has been urged that the 
management of opposite party No. 01 neither appointed the workman nor terminated his services; rather his employment 
was regulated by M/s Industrial Security Services and the same came to an end with the end of contract with the agency; 
hence there was no violation of provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He has relied upon: 

(i) 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. The Chief General 

Manager, BSNL 

(II) 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli v.s Mohan Lai Prajapati 
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11. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival contentions of the parties and perused entire evidence 
available on file. 

12. The workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed by the opposite party No. 2 on the clear 
vacancy of Box Porter and the management of railways engaged the opposite party No. 3 in order to deprive the 
workman of his legitimate rights. It has also been contended by the workman that keeping in view the long and 
continuous service with the opposite party No. 1 & 02 he was entitled for grant of temporary status and other 
consequential benefits admissible to the employees with temporary status under Railway Establishment Rules; but on the 
contrary the management of Railways has acted in utter disregard to the norms and has terminated his services without 
any reason or rhyme or any notice or any notice pay in lieu thereof, which is voilative of the provisions of the Section 25 
F of the ID Act, 1947. It is also the case of the workman that keeping in view the pronouncement of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court regarding regularization/absorption of Box Porters with railway administration, he was also entitled for 
regularization/absorption into the services of the Railways. The workman has filed photocopy of gate pass/identity card, 
purported to be issued by opposite party No. 3. 

13. Per contra, the opposite party No.l & 2 has come forward with a clear cut case that the management of railways 
neither appointed the workman in any capacity nor there arises any question of his termination or violation of any of the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is the case of the management of railways that the management of 
railways entered into an agreement with M/s Shahid FAizan Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of driver line boxed 
from Charbagh & Alamnagar station and accordingly, the workman’s services were availed by the said 
contractor/opposite party No. 3 by engaging him; and was paid accordingly. Thus, there was no direct employer- 
employee relationship between the management of railways and the workman, therefore, the management of railways is 
not liable to the workman in any way as claimed before this Tribunal. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has filed 
photocopy of the contract dated 22.01.2009 entered between the railway administration and the opposite party No. 3. 

14. Moreover, the opposite party No. 03 has also rebutted the claim of the workman with submissions that the 
workman had never been appointed by any of the opposite parties and he was not entitled for any of the benefits as 
claimed by him as they were admissible to the regularly appointed employees of the railways. It also mentioned that 
there was no vacancy of the Box Porter nor any such post was advertised by the railways or any recruitment was done in 
pursuance thereof. However, the opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing its written statement. But its absence 
does not automatically create any legal rights in favour of the petitioner workman. 

15. Having gone through the respective pleading of the parties and entire documentary evidence available on record 
it comes out that the railway administration entered into a contract with the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s to carry out the working according to the specification provided in the contract for a period or two 
years only; and in consequence thereto; workman had been engaged by the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of Driver line boxes from Charbagh & Alam Nagar station railway platform. 

The workman has examined himself in support of his case and during his cross-examination has stated that he 
had been appointed by Shahid Faizan on 01.09.2003 and terminated him on 25.04.2009. He stated that the Railway 
neither appointed him nor terminated him. 

On contrary, the management of the railway has examined Sri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), who stated in his 
cross-examination that contractor is being allotted ‘work order’, which is for a specific time period; however the time 
period keeps on changing with reference to the condition and this may be for 6 months, some time for 01 year and 
sometimes it may be for 02 years also, depending on the nature of the work. He stated that Indian Railway does not have 
direct relation with any Box Porter and the contractor is fully responsible for quality of work. He further stated that the 
contractor is directly related with the workman and Railways has no role in the appointment of Box Porter by the 
contractor; nor does the railway issues any identity card to any of the Box Porter engaged by the contractor. The 
management witness specially stated that since the contract used to be time bound, therefore, on its expiry, the contract is 
issued again; hence there is no relation with the railways regarding regularization. 

16. During course of the oral submissions the learned authorized representative of the workman has stressed over 
the order of Hon'ble Apex Court’s Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) 
No. 433 of 1998 and has submitted that the case of the workman is covered with the said order of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court and since the railway management has given appointment/regularized other box porters in light of above order 
dated 15.02.2013 of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, therefore the workman is also entitled for regularization accordingly. 
The learned authorized representative of the management of railway has vehemently opposed the same. Having taken 
into account the contentions of the rival parties and perusal of the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon'ble Apex 
Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 1998 and various letters filed by the workman, obtained through Right to 
Information Act, 2005, it appears that the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition 
(Civil) No. 433 of 1998 was in personam and not in rem, therefore, the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court shall 
apply to the workmen who approached the Hon’ble Sureme Court; and since the workman never approached the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court, therefore, the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 
433 of 1998 is of no use for him. 
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Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. 
The Chief General Manager, BSNL has held that admission of the workmen that they were working under their 
respective contractor, is sufficient to establish that they were having no employer-employee relationship with BSNL 
management; hence, the workmen are not entitled to seek any relief from BSNL management. Hon’ble High Court has 
observed as under: 

“The ratio of the Division Bench in the case of the Binoy Bhushan Chakraborty (supra) is that when a 
workman is engaged by a contractor to carry out some work at any establishment of BSNL, if such workman 
is retrenched by the contractor while working under him, BSNL cannot be regarded as employer of such 
workman with the meaning of “employer” as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act nor such workman can 
be held to be a “workman” under BSNL within the meaning of the said term, as defined under the said Act 
and such workman cannot claim to be absorbed in the service of BSNL.” 

Hon’ble Allahabd High Court in 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli vs Mohan Lai 
Prajapati has observed as under: 

“Since, prima facie there was no employment of the respondent with the petitioner there could not have been 
any termination. I am therefore, of the definite opinion that the Labour Court decided the dispute 
erroneously. It had no jurisdiction to decide the matter. In fact, when the workman was not at cdl a workman 
as had been stated by the petitioner and as was also clear from the averment made in paragraph-10 of the 
counter affidavit the respondent/workman who had been engaged by a contractor had the remedy to file a 
claim under the Contract Labourer (Regulation and Abolition) Contract Rules, 1971 (hereinafter called the 
1971 Rules)” 

17. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of the 
order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present case burden 
was on the workman to set out the grounds to challenge the validity of the termination and to prove that the alleged 
termination by railways. It was the case of the workman that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter under the 
opposite party No. 02 and had worked continuously w.e.f. 01.09.2003 to 25.04.2009, when his services have been 
terminated without any notice by the railways. This claim has been denied by the railway management; therefore, it was 
for the workman to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked continuously for the claimed duration before his 
alleged termination. In (2002) 3 SCC 25 Range Forest Officer vs S.T. Hadimani Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as 
under: 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was 
then for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding 
his termination. Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as 
sufficient evidence for any court or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked 
for 240 days or order or record of appointment or engagement for that period was produced by the workman. 
On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set aside. ” 

18. Analyzing its earlier decisions on the aforesaid point Hon’ble Apex Court has observed in 2006 (108) FLR R.M. 
Yellatti & Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow: 

“It is clear that the provisions of the evidence Act in terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, applying general principles and on reading the aforestated 
judgments we find that this Court has repeatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is on the claimant to 
show that he had worked 240 days in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon the workman 
stepping in the witness box. This burden is discharged upon the workman adducing cogent evidence, both 
oml and documentary. In cases of termination of services of daily wages earner, there will be no letter of 
appointment or termination. There will also be no receipt or proof of payment. Thus, in most cases, the 
workman (claimant) can only call upon the employer to produce before the Court the nominal muster roll for 
the given period, the letter of appointment or termination, if any, the wage register, the attendance register 
etc. Drawing of adverse inference ultimately would depend thereafter on facts of each case. The above 
decisions however make it clear that mere affidavits or self serving statements made by the 
claimant/workman will not suffice in the matter of discharge of the burden placed by law on the workman to 
prove that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. The above judgments further lay down that mere non 
production of muster rolls per se without any plea of suppression by the claimant workman will not be the 
ground for the tribunal to draw an adverse inference against the management.” 

In the present case the workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter 
under the opposite party No. 02 and thus, worked continuously w.e.f. 01.09.2003 to 25.04.2009, but has not produced 
any document neither original nor photocopy in support of his pleadings . The burden was on the workman to show by 
the way of cogent evidence that there was employee-employer relationship; and he actually worked for claimed duration; 
but he failed to do so as he could not bring this fact on record. In view of denial of the management regarding his claim, 
the workman has nothing to support his version, except photo copy of the so called identity card, purported to be issued 
by the opposite party No. 03 i.e. the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s. Further, the opposite party 
No. 03, the contractor has also refuted the claim of the workman regarding his appointment with the railways. Hence, the 
workman could not establish that there was any employee and employer relationship between him and the opposite party 
No. 01 & 02 i.e railways. 
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19. On the other hand the management of the railways has well proved its case by filing copy of the contract with 
the M/s. Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s for supply of labourers for transportation of Driver line boxes at railway 
platform. 

Mere pleadings are no substitute for proof. Initial burden of establishing the fact of continuous work on the 
date of alleged termination was on the workman but he failed to discharge the above burden. There is no reliable 
material for recording findings that the workman had been appointed by the railway administration on the post of Box 
Porter or he worked continuously with the opposite party No. 01 & 02; and the alleged unjust or illegal order of 
termination was passed by the management of opposite party No. 01 & 02 or any provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 had been violated by them. 

20. Thus, in view of the facts and circumstances of the case and discussions made herein above I am of considered 
opinion that the workman could not be able to prove through cogent evidence that there was a relationship of employee 
and employer between him and the opposite party No. 01 & 02; rather from the evidence adduced it is established that he 
was an employee of the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s, therefore, the workman can not be 
granted the relief of reinstatement or any other relief sought by the workman against the opposite party No. 01 & 02. 

21. Award as above. 


LUCKNOW. 

03 rd December, 2018. 

RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

19 R'HHL 2018 
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M §34 an | 

[Tl. TeT—12025/01 /2018—3Tnf3TT7 (4’T—1)] 

4t. tjn. 3 i§hhi sifepifr 

New Delhi, the 19 th December, 2018 

S.O. 1845. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 19.12.2018. 

[No. L-12025/01/2018- IR(B-l) ] 
B.S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 41/2013 


BETWEEN : 

Sri Shiv Kumar S/o Sri Suresh Chandra 
Village - Malwa Khurd Isipur, PO - Malwa Khurd 
Disst. - Allahabad -211019. 


AND 


1. General Manager 

Northern Railway, Baroda House 
New Delhi 110001. 

2. Divisional Rail Manager 
Northern Railway, Hazratganj 
Lucknow 226001. 
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3. M/s. Shahid Faizan Ahmad & Brothers 

654, Begum Ka Makbara, Faizabad (UP) 224001 

AWARD 

1. The present industrial dispute has been filed by the workman, under provisions contained in the Section 2A (2) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for alleged termination of the services of the workman by the management of 
Northern Railway & others, for adjudication before this Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour Court, 
Lucknow. 

2. The case of the workman. Shiv Kumar, in brief, is that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite party 
No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 05.01.2005 to 27.11.2011 continuously when 
his services have been terminated without any notice. It is submitted by the workman that the opposite party No. 02 has 
kept opposite party No. 03 to escape from the responsibilities and labour laws though he performed duties of opposite 
party No. 2 under its directions. He also submitted that he was issued a gate pass by the opposite party No. 03, under 
directions of the opposite party No. 02, which used to be taken back at the end of the year. The workman has stated that 
he after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service benefits under service Rules. 
Accordingly, the workman has prayed for reinstatement with full back wages with continuity in service. 

3. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written statement; wherein it 
has mentioned that the workman had never been engaged/appointed by the opposite party No. 01 & 02; moreover the 
railway management entered into an agreement with the opposite party No. 03 for executing the day to day casual work 
at railway stations; and accordingly, the railway administration is not liable for any claim made by the workman as the 
railway administration neither engaged the workman nor did it terminate him; and also that it did not make any violation 
of any labour law or engaged in any kind of unfair labour practice; hence it has been prayed by the opposite party No. 1 
& 2 that the claim of the workman be rejected without any relief to him being devoid of merit. 

4. The opposite party No. 03 has also disputed the claim of the workman with submission that neither any post of 
Box Porter was ever vacant nor the opposite party No. 3 ever received work order or Form-V from railway 
administration nor the workman was ever appointed with the opposite party No. 1, 2 & 3 on the post of Box Porter; hence 
there is no question of his termination. It has submitted that the workman was never issued any gate pass by the opposite 
party No. 3 and various benefits such as salary, weekly holiday. Provident Fund and medical facilities are available to the 
regularly appointed employee who are appointed after adopting due procedure; and the workman is not entitled for the 
same as there was no violation to the provisions of I.D. Act, 1947. Accordingly, the opposite party No. 03 has prayed 
that the claim of the workman be rejected. 

5. The workman has filed its rejoinder wherein he has denied the counter allegations of the opposite parties 
reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim. 

6. The opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing of its written statement. 

7. The workman and opposite party No. 01 & 02 filed photocopies of documents in support of their cases. The 
workman examined himself; whereas the opposite party No. 01 & 02 examined Shri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), 
Northern Railway, Lucknow in support of their respective stands. The parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses of each other apart from forwarding oral arguments. 

8. Heard the authorized representatives of the parties and perused entire evidence available on record. 

9. The authorized representative of the workman has argued that he was appointed as Box Porter with opposite 
party No. 02 against the permanent vacant post; and worked accordingly w.e.f. 05.01.2005 to 27.11.2011 continuously 
when his services have been terminated without any notice or notice pay or assigning any reason thereof in contravention 
to the provisions of Section 25 F of the I.D. Act, 1947. The learned authorizes representative of the workman has also 
asserted that the workman after continuous service of 120 days was entitled for temporary status and other service 
benefits under service Rules. He has relied upon 

(i) The Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 
1998 

(ii) Judgment dated 27.01.1999 of Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in Sheikh Jahangir Ali & others vs 
Calcutta Port Trust & others. 

(Hi) (2006) 12 SCC 380 District Rehabilitation Officer & others vs Jay Kishore Maity & others. 

(iv) (2003)11 SCC 590 A.I. Railway Parcel & Goods Porters' Union vs Union of India & others. 

10. In rebuttal, the opposite party No. 01 & 02’s representative has contended that the workman is contractor’s 
employee as the opposite party has undergone a contract with the M/s Industrial Security Services for supply of security 
personnel; and accordingly the workman was one of the security guards provided by M/s Industrial Security Services and 
the said contractor/agency was duly paid for it, which in turn paid salary to the workman. It has been urged that the 
management of opposite party No. 01 neither appointed the workman nor terminated his services; rather his employment 
was regulated by M/s Industrial Security Services and the same came to an end with the end of contract with the agency; 
hence there was no violation of provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He has relied upon: 
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(i) 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. The Chief General 

Manager, BSNL 

(II) 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli vs Mohan Lai Prajapati 

11. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival contentions of the parties and perused entire evidence 
available on file. 

12. The workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed by the opposite party No. 2 on the clear 
vacancy of Box Porter and the management of railways engaged the opposite party No. 3 in order to deprive the 
workman of his legitimate rights. It has also been contended by the workman that keeping in view the long and 
continuous service with the opposite party No. 1 & 02 he was entitled for grant of temporary status and other 
consequential benefits admissible to the employees with temporary status under Railway Establishment Rules; but on the 
contrary the management of Railways has acted in utter disregard to the norms and has terminated his services without 
any reason or rhyme or any notice or any notice pay in lieu thereof, which is voilative of the provisions of the Section 
25 F of the ID Act, 1947. It is also the case of the workman that keeping in view the pronouncement of the Hon’ble 
Apex Court regarding regularization/absorption of Box Porters with railway administration, he was also entitled for 
regularization/absorption into the services of the Railways. The workman has filed photocopy of gate pass/identity card, 
purported to be issued by opposite party No. 3. 

13. Per contra, the opposite party No.l & 2 has come forward with a clear cut case that the management of railways 
neither appointed the workman in any capacity nor there arises any question of his termination or violation of any of the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is the case of the management of railways that the management of 
railways entered into an agreement with M/s Shahid FAizan Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of driver line boxed 
from Charbagh & Alamnagar station and accordingly, the workman’s services were availed by the said 
contractor/opposite party No. 3 by engaging him; and was paid accordingly. Thus, there was no direct employer- 
employee relationship between the management of railways and the workman, therefore, the management of railways is 
not liable to the workman in any way as claimed before this Tribunal. The opposite party No. 01 & 02 has filed 
photocopy of the contract dated 22.01.2009 entered between the railway administration and the opposite party No. 3. 

14. Moreover, the opposite party No. 03 has also rebutted the claim of the workman with submissions that the 
workman had never been appointed by any of the opposite parties and he was not entitled for any of the benefits as 
claimed by him as they were admissible to the regularly appointed employees of the railways. It also mentioned that 
there was no vacancy of the Box Porter nor any such post was advertised by the railways or any recruitment was done in 
pursuance thereof. However, the opposite party No. 03 did not turn up after filing its written statement. But its absence 
does not automatically create any legal rights in favour of the petitioner workman. 

15. Having gone through the respective pleading of the parties and entire documentary evidence available on record 
it comes out that the railway administration entered into a contract with the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s to carry out the working according to the specification provided in the contract for a period or two 
years only; and in consequence thereto; workman had been engaged by the opposite party No. 03 viz. M/s Shahid Faizan 
Ahmed & Brother’s for transportation of Driver line boxes from Charbagh & Alam Nagar station railway platform. 

The workman has examined himself in support of his case and during his cross-examination has stated that he 
had been appointed by the contractor viz. Shahid Faizan & Brothers on 01.04.2009 and worked upto 27.11.2011 in 
supervision of the contractor. He stated that he had been terminated in 2011 by the contractor without notice. He 
admitted that the railway neither appointed nor terminated his services. He also stated that paper No. 9/5 is identity card, 
issued by the contractor. 

On contrary, the management of the railway has examined Sri P. K. Singh, ADME (O&F), who stated in his 
cross-examination that contractor is being allotted ‘work order’, which is for a specific time period; however the time 
period keeps on changing with reference to the condition and this may be for 6 months, some time for 01 year and 
sometimes it may be for 02 years also, depending on the nature of the work. He stated that Indian Railway does not have 
direct relation with any Box Porter and the contractor is fully responsible for quality of work. He further stated that the 
contractor is directly related with the workman and Railways has no role in the appointment of Box Porter by the 
contractor; nor does the railway issues any identity card to any of the Box Porter engaged by the contractor. The 
management witness specially stated that since the contract used to be time bound, therefore, on its expiry, the contract is 
issued again; hence there is no relation with the railways regarding regularization. 

16. During course of the oral submissions the learned authorized representative of the workman has stressed over 
the order of Hon'ble Apex Court’s Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition (Civil) 
No. 433 of 1998 and has submitted that the case of the workman is covered with the said order of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court and since the railway management has given appointment/regularized other box porters in light of above order 
dated 15.02.2013 of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, therefore the workman is also entitled for regularization accordingly. 
The learned authorized representative of the management of railway has vehemently opposed the same. Having taken 
into account the contentions of the rival parties and perusal of the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex 
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Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 433 of 1998 and various letters filed by the workman, obtained through Right to 
Information Act, 2005, it appears that the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ Petition 
(Civil) No. 433 of 1998 was in personam and not in rem, therefore, the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court shall 
apply to the workmen who approached the Hon'ble Supreme Court; and since the workman never approached the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court, therefore, the Judgment and order dated 15.02.2013 of Hon'ble Apex Court in Writ Petition 
(Civil) No. 433 of 1998 is of no use for him. 

Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in 2017 LLR 940, the Secretary, BSNL, Contractor Mazdoor Union & others vs. 
The Chief General Manager, BSNL has held that admission of the workmen that they were working under their 
respective contractor, is sufficient to establish that they were having no employer-employee relationship with BSNL 
management; hence, the workmen are not entitled to seek any relief from BSNL management. Hon’ble High Court has 
observed as under: 

“The ratio of the Division Bench in the case of the Binoy Bhushan Chakraborty (supra) is that when a 
workman is engaged by a contractor to carry out some work at any establishment of BSNL, if such workman 
is retrenched by the contractor while working under him, BSNL cannot be regarded as employer of such 
workman with the meaning of “employer” as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act nor such workman can 
be held to be a “workman” under BSNL within the meaning of the said term, as defined under the said Act 
and such workman cannot claim to be absorbed in the service of BSNL.” 

Hon’ble Allahabd High Court in 2018 LLR 758 Civil Aviation Training College, Bamrauli vs Mohan Lai 
Prajapati has observed as under: 

“Since, prima facie there was no employment of the respondent with the petitioner there could not have been 
any termination. I am therefore, of the definite opinion that the Labour Court decided the dispute 
erroneously. It had no jurisdiction to decide the matter. In fact, when the workman was not at all a workman 
as had been stated by the petitioner and as was also clear from the averment made in paragraph-10 of the 
counter affidavit the respondent/workman who had been engaged by a contractor had the remedy to file a 
claim under the Contract Labourer (Regulation and Abolition) Contract Rules, 1971 (hereinafter called the 
1971 Rules)” 

17. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of the 
order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present case burden 
was on the workman to set out the grounds to challenge the validity of the termination and to prove that the alleged 
termination by railways. It was the case of the workman that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter under the 
opposite party No. 02 and had worked continuously w.e.f. 05.01.2005 to 27.11.2011, when his services have been 
terminated without any notice by the railways. This claim has been denied by the railway management; therefore, it was 
for the workman to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked continuously for the claimed duration before his 
alleged termination. In (2002) 3 SCC 25 Range Forest Officer vs S.T. Hadimani Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as 
under: 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was then 
for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding his 
termination. Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as 
sufficient evidence for any court or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked 
for 240 days or order or record of appointment or engagement for that period was produced by the workman. 
On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set aside. ” 

18. Analyzing its earlier decisions on the aforesaid point Hon’ble Apex Court has observed in 2006 (108) FLR R.M. 
Yellatti & Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow: 

“It is clear that the provisions of the evidence Act in terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, applying general principles and on reading the aforestated 
judgments we find that this Court has repeatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is on the claimant to 
show that he had worked 240 days in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon the workman 
stepping in the witness box. This burden is discharged upon the workman adducing cogent evidence, both 
oral and documentary. In cases of termination of services of daily wages earner, there will be no letter of 
appointment or termination. There will also be no receipt or proof of payment. Thus, in most cases, the 
workman (claimant) can only call upon the employer to produce before the Court the nominal muster roll for 
the given period, the letter of appointment or termination, if any, the wage register, the attendance register 
etc. Drawing of adverse inference ultimately would depend thereafter on facts of each case. The above 
decisions however make it clear that mere affidavits or self serving statements made by the 
claimant/workman will not suffice in the matter of discharge of the burden placed by law on the workman to 
prove that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. The above judgments further lay down that mere non 
production of muster rolls per se without any plea of suppression by the claimant workman will not be the 
ground for the tribunal to draw an adverse inference against the management.” 


In the present case the workman has come up with a case that he had been appointed on the post of Box Porter 
under the opposite party No. 02 and thus, worked continuously w.e.f. 05.01.2005 to 27.11.2011, but has not produced 
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any document neither original nor photocopy in support of his pleadings . The burden was on the workman to show by 
the way of cogent evidence that there was employee-employer relationship; and he actually worked for claimed duration; 
but he failed to do so as he could not bring this fact on record. In view of denial of the management regarding his claim, 
the workman has nothing to support his version, except photo copy of the so called identity card, purported to be issued 
by the opposite party No. 03 i.e. the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s. Further, the opposite party 
No. 03, the contractor has also refuted the claim of the workman regarding his appointment with the railways. Hence, the 
workman could not establish that there was any employee and employer relationship between him and the opposite party 
No. 01 & 02 i.e railways. 

19. On the other hand the management of the railways has well proved its case by filing copy of the contract with 
the M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother's for supply of labourers for transportation of Driver line boxes at railway 
platform. 

Mere pleadings are no substitute for proof. Initial burden of establishing the fact of continuous work on the date 
of alleged termination was on the workman but he failed to discharge the above burden. There is no reliable material for 
recording findings that the workman had been appointed by the railway administration on the post of Box Porter or he 
worked continuously with the opposite party No. 01 & 02; and the alleged unjust or illegal order of termination was 
passed by the management of opposite party No. 01 & 02 or any provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 had been 
violated by them. 

20. Thus, in view of the facts and circumstances of the case and discussions made herein above I am of considered 
opinion that the workman could not be able to prove through cogent evidence that there was a relationship of employee 
and employer between him and the opposite party No. 01 & 02; rather from the evidence adduced it is established that he 
was and an employee of the contractor viz. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brother’s, therefore, the workman can not be 
granted the relief of reinstatement or any other relief sought by the workman against the opposite party No. 01 & 02. 


21. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW. 

03 rd December, 2018. 

RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


21 f^TRT, 2018 

^T. SIT. 1846 .— 31*1^ PH f^RTT 3rf4PkPT 1947 (1947 4T 14) SIFT 17 4 31 ^ <u[ if -h <41 * 
^ 4>l3Hp4R 3TFF xnr RFF 4.441-0 % W^FFT 4 4^ pi4N44 3fk 444131 % 4kf 3EJW 4 

faffs' 4(41 P)4 4 V4 4 4/443 3H41PI4. srfgRFw tt4 «r*r rfifft, % w (4^4 4wr 

1/2014) Wlf4rf TF# 14r 4.4)4 43413 27.11.2018 fair m I 

[4. ttft- 220 15/19/2014-3?Tf3IR (44^-11)] 
Tt 4? f%, SEpR-FT arfkFlff 


New Delhi, the 21 s1 December, 2018 

S.O. 1846. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 1/2014) of the Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jodhpur as 
shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Food Corporation of India and 
their workman, which were received by the Central Government on 27.11.2018. 

[No. L-22015/19/2014-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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3ft Til Pi ftc|K 3 rR|cfRuj ttti SR RI i| I el d, dftspj^ Rig.) 

ftcJlftPl Slfftddft - ftf 3E4RI 7FHR YIdf-1 

O 

SIRAJd/ft.^'d. 


sftfttRpP fWd ft^dT: - 01/2014 

1. dtdlfftg d/f ftt dp!dKIH J MlRdl. R|c|lftl dddfftft 
^eft fttlTFI m! < 4 >>• u| fufeTT utdelfR 

2. aiMKH xjd *ft Tf J lKIH J MlRdl. R|c|lft) te^ TFTdlftft 
Ifeft Tct^ET 'll<T>N U I 

3. ^dft^dRlg d/f ftl ^I^tPJtRt? dTRT, PTdRft teft ddelftft 
If eft fttlTFI 'll cp 4 u I, RlelT utdelfR 

4. ftdfftg d/f ftt ERcfRlRlg /|^Md. PlelKtl ft eft dddfftft 

ft eft Tet^TH 'll<P'; u l, fgelT utdelfR ...mafPi u| 

ddR 

TTFmcf) ftftPR, Hjd <PKLf|/?ET 3TFP $RgdT. 

'll cp4 u T, pilelT ft 41 el fR 4I g 4aTFT | ...3ftITaff 

doRaifcI:— 

1 dTaff dfftftTRl sft fftgd ftgdT/«ft ft.ftt.fftdcft THE | 

2 STHTaff dfftftTRl gT. ftftR ddelT dH. I 

Slfftfftftd 

fftdEP:10.08.2017 

414cPI4 dft gfR ft Elfftft SiRrJWHT HER TJdI-22015/19/2014-3IT^3IRRft.II) 
fftdTdl 17.10.2014 ftf fftdTd 3lf£rcjfftd fftRT ddT # dg gM ddlR t~ 

"Whether the termination of S/Shri Tota Singh & three others (list enclosed) by the Management of 
Food Corporation of India, Pokran w.e.f. 22/09/1995 is legal & justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workmen concerned are entitled to and from which date ?" 

dftd ft clan gn fTcpR f:- 

HiaffTTnr ft SiRrjRrT P)c1K ft TTHptT ft 3RRT HTd dd ftlg fftdT I dTaff ft 3Tdft HFI 
dd 4 <Pg| ft fft dTaff did I Rig ftt ftPlcp cjddftPft dPjcp ft 4Td ft nft 1987 ft dd 
aiMKIH, ^ift^dfftg TJcf ftdfftg dft Prjfftd ftPFP ftddftlftt dPhP ft did ft dft 1989 dft 
3HJTaff d>g cpkhR^m STEP gR^dl, dfcp4 u T ft dd dd lift dd ft dTafPi g gpjT&ff ft dddfeTd 
ft 3Idftt 41-dlddd ftdlft ftft dft ft I 3TdTaff ft dTaffdid zfft fftdTdl 22.9.1995 dft 
dddfprftfddFd fttPsEP 3TTddT gf gRT TtHT Tf Happ cfR ftdT I HTaffTHiT gf| dHRar1% TRcR 
/fpr/dHRarffl 4pH4d4 Slf^d NdTcft aft dan SEITaff Tf) siEftd dTaftnuT Tpj T-fffcI 40 ft 
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HiaffTpiT tR gfk R HTSH Tf PET dtdlRlR s-IHKIH, ^TE^RR tR RRRh R 
?IHar-TT5r g^cT Rpf I RlH tr STHTaffTrDT 4 TjfcN'flSHH Reh I STHTaff Rt 3lR R HTSH R 

HdldcjEIK H u RRi|T Rh yTFfcEE HKcfR ^TTTI RdTH, RldT eRe^N <ET ^THai-ipf UTHH 

ReiT| RrT TR HTaffTfai R yRniRsPT Reh I HTaffTpn T tR 3TR R UhR- 1 R HH?f-8 
HTHtRet cffT yfcRjf n^H Rt hR I annaff Rf afR R ¥hR-^ 1 eFIlAld ^ThR-i? 5 HTHETet 
R t yfcRf n^JH Rt I 

RRf H5Tf Rt HETT T]Rt qdMelt EH 3|c|eltcEH Ref TfHT I 

arRRfRlH ReTH TR HTaffTfDT zR afR R UTHH HTSH ^mai HH HTaff dtdlfRR <ET 
EnTTI t fR ETlRl R^Rd RfRE RcHRMt StRee R HE HE hR 1987 3THTaff R aiRR 
TEE.Rt.an^-, eReRT R Rt I HTlRt Rffcl arRTEFT, EtRejRth, RhIRR Rt RejRh RReE 
RpRRft SiReE R iE TR <Ef 1989 4' SEITaff R STS-fRl Rt hR | annaff R hR H 3TEJ 
UTaffHT Rl RETIRE 22.9.1995 Rt <E 1 4f 4 'I I m 1 RtfRlcE 3 TeRt R RHT R HaEE cfn RdT | HTaff 
cET HE 7EEHT t fR RHEjaEEHT Rt RrfaT ^EE UElR H 3FH TJTaffTpn T R eETETR Huff Red I 
vHRl toe ReT/HHRaffcT RRrte? ETElR Rt ETEfr aft I vRT THE! HTaff R STeTEE 40 R 
3 tReE SfREE E>rRh at I hRhTT? RcR, Ret HHHET HH R £RT Rett WI an |7 ReR cfafT 

3FH HTaffTpiT Rt ^ R ^ Rt TfRtfR iff SEITaff £[RT Rt Anfft aR | d4P'! u l R RR HH W 
ReTHR. 1995 Rt TReR HaiT 3pi| maRj| u | cR R>4 tjR TjJ|dM Han 4 IRE cR cfjctlcl HH 
HTHtReT tRt Reh t I HTEET HnETT t RE HTiR H 3PH nTaRTfur R c^f R 240 RtRT R 
3tRee <Ei4 REHT R I maRJI u I cR tR^ HtfcRT Rm R HaEE HR*t R HlR Rht J l-MT 3lR 
H R P5 hR TJSTEIEn Ran HHT, H RhT HaEEHT R *Jcf HfRHHT TjRt HhR hR I 7E4 TEEER 
hR hRR p 5 hR cR tjhht hR" R hR ajR snnafl R hhR hRes ceRhiRR hR Pi^Od tr 
RHT I TjR RhT HrR 7ET 3ERR H^t f^HT HHT I ?ETar EH R HnETT t fR SEITaRf R ajfRtf^EE 
Rc)K 3TfRfRHH.1947 Rt f-TRT 25-IJEI, 25-Rt iR 25-IJH H fR^m 77 H 78 R 3TTWEE 
yEETTHf HH HTeET hR fRHT t 3ET: RHEjaEEHT HTaffTpn T RfR R^ f I HTaff HtHTfR? HH 

HnETT t fR hR Rht Rt Rtperht R t,h: Rejhh Reh etR ajR ttR mRcHIH hR Rdl4 
eiR i 

nfd l I'flST II T R dldIRlR HH HnETT R R> hR hR^ Rt^Rh HH RlRsld R hR RhT 
HHT.RtfREE 3 tR?t R rht an i hh Rt tREer Rett t fR 240 Rett hhh hrR hh hthtRet 
hhR R?t hR Reh ehYRi hthRet sttReh R 1 1 httR h i^RIstR R wr hR 4 ^etR tepY 

cET RlfRd R Rnn hR t I HhR-^ 1 Rt hR EIPEETR hR t I Rhhr.1987 R httR tee hth 
cEFT REn an, HTiR HTH HTlR eRTTHR HHH Reh I HTElR RRlTHN RtHH R t I HTElR 

RRirr R hthh httR hR 4 hthRet R?t hR REn 1 hhR ij 2 R ^ 5 R hhcei hth hR t 
hRR> R tjRppt R hR R 1 yn?f—2 h^hRei hh R hhth>^ R?t hR REn R 1 ^ 9 >.Rt.anR. R 
fRRt annRt etth hthR ^ Rht hht 1 1 hh Rt >R1cek REn fR ipE.Rt.snR. gm ettR 
c;>KiRd hR 1 1 hhRhh heir R $an apn maffTfin ^rR^fRH. ampiH h RhIRR R fRR 
1 1 hhRhh RRf maffTpiT 4 ^ tREep REn t R^ hhR h R wr Rf 4 RtRet 

hejr hR ^an 1 hhR ri R rs Rt eifeetR hR hR 1 1 hhR ^4 hthtRet fRRt i^^Rlan^ 
R steeR R eith Rht hht t htt stthR hh hth fRpfdtEi hR REn hht t afR hhh 
hthtRet ceR R ypH Rett hht i 
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3Td ^TT dddd-T 3TdTaff <p gftd dl dddd dTTSd Wt eft STSTTaff d?l aftd dl dfl 

HHlvHcjjHK H u dYPldT MTSd 4?T d,3TT t WdYP ?TdaT qd 4' dd dRJd PtdT t Ph dTaffdd 
*Y fYarp *dTdTerd Yl Hup ^ 3Td4 dd4 d>Y dd[P d^Y <Ndl$ ^ I dTafPl u l d>Y 
xrrpdYsn^ dRT wti Pi^Od dp P d^ d eft ddpY dd d dT P d>dP dR^Y dd y^d 4dT 
d^Y old I | dU-fPi u l cf)T d>ddT ^ pt 240 P<14l d>l4 P>dl PY J leld ?Y | dR-fPl u i d? 3dl4 
apjdR wdYP dd-fl dPRiYsTTp PdRd Pdt 4' 240 P<rt dd4 dp Prt 1 yTaff d i>q»4Y3Tp 
P wr ept^ PPP sttw ddPde dp d,3TT 1 spp ?Tdar xr r 4' apnaff <p stYr P sr 
ddTRd P 4UTd atPlddfl dRT ddTd rUdY, dTdTpdY yd dPfYarPdY PY RTd dR Plbcbbf 
PddeM dR HIHell Sfd Rid lei d P YdR dR*Y OT d^Y dldl, PY TJRT dd>K p— 

"Settlement between the FCI Workmen's Union and the Management have been arrived on 
4 July 1995 for abolition of Contract Lablur System by introducing productivity linked piece 
rate system as "No Work No Pay" basis in 14 depots and a committee was constituted to 
prepare a list of workmen and their working days in compliance of terms and conditions 
given in para 1 of settlement.The four workmen have failed to fulfill the conditions of the 
settlements" 

YTC&T dd Tf d? p d>0HI t fP dTaffdd jJJRT ddT# d# 3TdP P PdP 9 nY 12 dfPY P d 
dY WRY dTaffd«d dd dTd ddRfYsTT# Y" t PtR d P RlPdT PdR P did dd t I dTdf duffyd 
P ddRfYsTT# ddP dp fPdT t I duff dd dtddT P fP fpRd 3TTW dpRT dRdd dP t I 
ddPdd RTp feRd P dTd 3TT#fPPP7pRTd 3pR PfYPdpRTd P fPP 99RT|3TT# P dTd 
dfdddY dY d^Ydfr dftd dY Pi 414" t^hdlYan^ ddRf TjPrdd dl dlddd dY dTTPfer aY I ^df 
dPd^T 3TpYdT f^d^Ydd 4^YdR ^q>4fl3TT^ 3RT dTpfl PtdT ddT I ^dt dPf^Y ^Y fYYuf 4dT dY 
aft dfl ddTdl dfdTd dddf T4 dl ddar df ePd dY # | fYYuf dTaffd 11 ! dd dTd 3ffYdT d^Y t I 
Pddd dTcf dPrrfl dRT dddf T5 ddTdT ddT I PrpY" dTaffd^T dY ParPr Pdd dddd ^Y ddrf^ 
d^ t:- 


S.No. 

Name of petitioner 

Period (No. of days) 

July 94 to May 95 June 1995 

1 

Tota Singh 

Nil 

12 

2 

Thana Ram 

Nil 

10 

3 

Rajendra Singh 

Nil 

11 

4 

JethuSingh 

Nil 

10 


^dT dddd dTaffd^T dY ParPr dfl STdTaff dY 3lYd ^Y dd5d Y" dYChPr dl STddTR STTdYY 
t Ph dTaff dYdTfYfd ^Y dTd djd 12 Pd, andRTd ^Y djd Y" 10 Pd, dPf^dfYld ^Y dTd djd 
4" 11 Pd d ^dfYfd ^Y dTd djd,1995 10 Pd dTd ddd PdTT t I dd ddTd dd dd dY 
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cfnETT ft fft bipartite settlement nftf nftn ht nnFFnft mmi M'ism i ft | maffnn ^ 
ftFEnY^F Tffr cElftcilftl JHlPlel nftY at I maffmn teT HIHdl ft^ftfF TEFER ft ft FT fcp-TFT 
£tEfT ftEftn nYm nftY HTFT FFT I maffFF nRT cfERlftd ^Tdl-Yd MFMelY FT ftm fftft nft 
1 1 maffnn ft ff nfbER fftm t ft FmftnF ftnr at stf: anjdYn hhf nmY ft 
srf^icEi'Tl ft i 

nfftqfteRT ft' artnaff ftY ark ft FTF.F W HHldcjjHR ft FF nfbER fftFT t fft 
fvtRT TTFF maffHR gRT STEEP Pl^fftl fttFmF ft Fdft ft TRT TIFF FF fYfRR ft ftdTT FftY 

an treY ^mar hf TEmPerd fftftfft ftnTFR ftm fftm 1 1 fft? ft writ t fft nnft ft 

TJ5 n^drftvH TRlft ft^T fftft ft I Fft. 1985 ft 1987 FFT FF FFlftarfft ftftRTR ft?T nftY fftFT 
t I MdldeTl ft Fft 1994 ft 1995 ft wft fftn maffFn ft nFT WI fftFT. fftnft fftd WI 
fftFT. IpTEET nFFTHF FF fft-d^ u l HF?f ^5 ft^T fftFT t I HFft ^5 ftd ftY ft^t TfftnR ft 
annft m fr YYfr fftFT ft i ftd fit Yftftr TfftnR ftn nftY fftFT Fftffft ^TTFft hrrf nftY 
t I F>l-ftFcR ftftnR nftfft ft?T dftY fftFT I HF?f ^5 ft ftt mriftarfft fftsnft ft f 4? 
nftfft ftn ft ft^Y ftrtRTR f ftftnR nm ftftln ftfti'kR ft arianr tr nFfftnfei Fft ftY ft i 
mrftft fh f>f f fftdftl mfft wi tjffth fftFT w, ^tt w ftftTFT ftm nftY fftFT i 
ftftFR FH ftftnR dftf ftnn afft 4 ft fte 44 ^HE4 FH ftftTFT ftmT AIT ftftHR tJRT 
(ftci4 u i fftn w nrfY ft aneiR tr ffth fftft 11 ftftnR ft 4?r Fnftnr HRftft nft Hiftrsm 
ftftY TRftfft ftjjR h^Y nft i 4 ?t nftft ftR n^Y 11 ftR ft^nR tet t ^ntftift Hiftrsm 
ftftY h^Y nnft nft nn n^Y w teeht f% trr# fcp-TFT n ftft^R ^ ftbr nftft fftfftm 
srjHTtT ^sn ftt i f^rfftiH sejhtei ft?T h^Y fftmi i Tnftfft HTaffTTR nft rht ftt n^Y ^tifeift 

Pl4>lelft nH tft Htft nHTfft) ddcE dSI 4>IH dlej^ an | Tift FdT Hlft fft> maffn 11 ! W\ 

^ftipE cEddi t m n^Y. nn ft^ftnR ^Y 4tn theft 11 ft^nR nn n^ nmftne an ftnftfnr 
Tndft nn n^Y an i nn?f tj— i ft Tnm Tjfftnn ft ^n ^n nmfftnnft aY n fftnm ft ^n 
aifftcEift aY nftffft Tin nnn nn ftmcr n^Y an i nn ftY nfbER fftm fft i?nftY ^4 nr nnft 
fftnm ftY ftYei n^Y nftY t wfft nn stertee n^Y 11 nnft ^2 n 4 ft affftn 29 nnftft 
nn 4i4 nftapd unfYaifft ftftnR ft n^Y 1 1 nnnftn ftY echrt feet ftft nfn n^Y ftY 1 
nn ftY nfbER fftm fft nnftm nsr^ft nn ^fftm tet nnm fttm sterthe nftY 1 1 

nnftnn nYnY nftY ftY ftt msn sni t nnft nn dY nmfftF t fft maffnn gm ftm 
ftt^ crfi<1v 4 ftn nftY fftm fft maffnn ft FamEfaiF ftnnaicET u i ft nft nnfY Iftnift 

22.9.1995 ft Tj^ft 240 fftRT FkYtJTR cfft ft eHlldR WI fftm I ^nft fftft fftft SEIFT ?maT 

nn ftr ftn fftm 1 1 gTajtmn nm ^nniTcRi ft mann snnaffnn ft ftY fti# fftftfft feet 
ce^I’Y ftY mafm f^I ftY n^ f ft ftY FTFiftn TmfYarfft TfftnR, nnr^ftY ^ran TfftnR n 
ann vuft nm dnei^r mfY ft nnftf armaff ft fttf fftft Tnft 1 maff b u i ft ftftbpE ft 
nfF^Er ft TnftftfF fftnm ft ftm ftlft nnnftn ftn nftY fftm fft armaff ipEftYanft nnftY 
ftftfipE ftY <E<YtftY cETdl ft | maff J| u | ftf aft"T ft ftfft fft^fftl TRf ft?T dftl fft ill 44T ft fft 

xpnftYanft nm nnftf fftqftF fftm w ft 1 maffmn ft amft nfn mi ft nn ftnm 07 ft 
nftn nn ft nn nfl4>R fftm ft fft maffmn ftftnR nm fftq;nn fftft nft aY stYt ft 
xpnftYanft ft mftmft ftfft fY ^n nmm ft ftrft ntFiftn nnjF nmt ft feet nmnft 1 
maff J | U| cET FF cEEFI ft fft ftftnR ft F>ftFTft fft pTI 0 el Pi ill u| <E ft F>ftFTft ftY mft mft ft 
ftfftn maffTRi zrft afk ft ftm ftfft ar^mn ftff nftY Peft fft fft ftftmr aftT araTaff ft 
ftYn ft fttft anjnm tft ftl 1 ftftmr ftr fseer nTaffn^T ft nftf fftft ft s 
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In view of above, there is no perversity and illegality in the finding given by the Judge, 
Labour Court, Jodhpur in passing the award,therefore,this writ petition is hereby dismissed. 

ddftdel ft 3Id/TTET dfft dlPPm ft d? dd I ft 1 1 el dpt fftdT t fft vKpt'ft 

cpei U 'S'< dft ^ ftdT ft d&Td) Ph4 villft ft *jft 240 IPdTI U>l4 PhdT P eft tEI fftarpT 4 
TITftfdd ESftftt ^ancEUT d fttfPd-ft 3TTd?d7h dpt t I 3RT: dTdft 3ftfttPTd5 PMld 

aiftlPldd, 1947 dft E-IKI 25—dd> dd dftft decrlU4 dpt P I 

d? dpi t Ph SlPfth dd dEdd dft TTTpIeT ddlft dd HE? dEER-T ft Pi PteTT t I did 
dPhh TTTSd ft ^fdfftdel ft edTeTT ft eft dTeTTpdfl TfThd ft dft Pldtdd) ft dETT ftftt ft eKIdft 
dTejft dE?ft dd HR aidTaff xpf ddfT dTTeTT ft Ph dTaff-dPhh ft (hePd-t dft 240 fftdd 
ddft dpi PhdT I IfET ^Pe ft ftt aunaff dft 3lft ft dft TTTCd ddeRT aft eft d^fttP fttd dK 

Ptl 

anns-ft ft rift ft ftt durr ddr? uPl amn ft Ph dTfttu u i gm aftcfl Pi m PidTd 
arPrPrtTd.1947 dft dETT 2-TJ ft eldeT PfdTd dft Tjfftdd 7# dT?dd ft dpi ddldl ddT ft I 
THddd ft Hhhflv VTWmM gw ^TMTcnj 2008 (4) tfNfl+lf 4w 81 i707Yg-77d 77077 JJ&T 
vRchl'l farm W^,TFT yrfvi&HlY wmf ft HTdft 1W dTdT t Ph dft Phftt dd PidTd dft 
TJPldd dT dtftt 3tPE dftftd jJTRT dpi vJdldl ddT ft eft dd PidTd "afteilPicp PidTd" dft 
ftftt ft dpi 3ITen ft I dTd], ^TT dTdet ft dTdt dfftdd dTdT dd PidTd ddldl ddT ft dft dtftt 
3)Id) ciftftd dft dPdTdT ft anft P | ftftt ftarfel ft e1d>Pld>l 3ITETR dd PidTd eft TsIlPul 
dpi PhdT dn dd>ell I dRdl, ddftdeT Pftdd 7p ipdTddih -dldleld dd dpt del P Ph dTaffdd 
did aidTaff ft atafld ftdTdt 22.09.1995 ftdTda|d>d>'! u l feTPl ft ijp 240 ftdd dtftmgy eft p 
ddP dpt PhdT ddT Pi 3TeT: dTaffd«d ^t aidTaff dhd ftdTdT 22.09.1995 ^t ftdT ft da-T^ 
PhdT ddT P eP ddP dPp 3lpE-llPld)e1l dpt P I 3TeT: dTftfd u l dftp MI6el dft ft arPfddft 
dpt P I dddd did dd Tdlfftl fftP drift dftd deft el ft el I P I 

atfftPiftd 

am: dd atftrPiftd PhdT rndT P fft:- 

1. dTaffdd eftel Kid d,d ftt TJReTTRTd ddTfftdT. a-TIdRId d,d ftt ddETTd ddlRdl. 

dlft^dfftd d,d Pt efSd u lfftft dhdd tjd ftdfftd d,d Pt tddPTdfftd ftwdeT PfdTfttdTd 
fteft ddePftt, fteft dtd»t u l ftleTT vftdefPd ftt aidTafl dT^T ftdTd) 22.09.1995 

dft ftdT ft da-TTh PhdT dfTdT dPfeT tfd Pd P I 

2. dTaff J | u l dftp RTdeT dfft ft arPtddft dpt P I dTftfd u l fJKT dTejTT dTd dd Tdlfftn 

fftdT dlTeTT P I 


3Edd d>dR ddf l, -dldE-riai 

O 

d? auftdT Pft £TETT fftfftdd dERTdT did)'! 3IEd fftdTdl 10.08.2017 dft -dldldd P 

6 Tel I SET dET dd ftt (Pel PhdT ddT I 
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